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NAFTA Slim Jim 

If you think NAFTA is bad now, it’s going to get a whole 
lot worse if we don't stop the globalists from turning it 
into a North American Union. Get others to take action 
with this punchy handout, selling for as low as eight 
cents each. Purchase in bulk for the best deal and to 
ensure you have enough to hand out. (Sold in packs 
of 25) (2017, 1/$3.00ea; 2-4/$2.50ea; 5/$2.00ea) SJGUON 


Enemies Within 

Enemies Within profiles 14 senators and more than 
50 representatives and their ties to Communist 
Party USA, Democratic Socialists of America, 
Workers World Party, the Institute for Policy Studies, 
Council for a Livable World, and other radical anti- 
American organizations. (2016, Documentary DVD, 
90min, 1/$14.95ea; 2-5/$13.95ea; 6-10/$11.95ea; 
11-24/$11.95ea; 25+/$9.95ea) DVDTEW 


International Merger 


by Foreign Entanglements 

John Birch Society CEO Arthur R. Thompson explores 
the true agenda behind the “free trade” agreements, 
pacts, and partnerships being considered by the U.S. 
Congress. Now includes new addendum. (2015ed, 
260pp, 1-11/$9.95ea; 12-23/$7.50ea; 24-39/$5.50ea; 
40+/$4.95ea) BKIMFE15 
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The Shadows of Power 

Author James Perloff exposes the subversive roots 
and global designs of the Council on Foreign 
Relations (CFR). Passed off as a think-tank, this 
group is the “power behind the throne,’ with hun- 
dreds of top government officials drawn from its 
ranks. The book traces CFR activity from the Wilson 
administration to the Reagan administration. 
(2015ed, 273pp, pb, 1-9/$10.95ea; 10-24/$9.00ea; 
25-43/$7.50ea; 44+/$6.95ea) BKSOP 


1984 


Orwell warns against a nightmarish world of the 
foreseeable future. He describes in horrifying detail 
a time when the state reigns supreme and the words 
“individualism” and “dignity” are nowhere to be 
found in the “politically correct” vocabulary of 
“newspeak.” Originally published in 1949. (1990ed, 
328pp, pb, 1/$8.95ea; 2+/$6.95ea) BK1984 


Freedom From War — 7277 
Official policy of the United States, this alarm- 
ing document reveals the plans of the American 
government to transfer its military forces to the 
United Nations. (State Department Document 1961, 
1-99/$1.00ea; 100+/$0.50ea) BKLTFFW 
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Hillary’s Crimes 


Is anyone still wondering if Hillary Clin- 
ton should be prosecuted for her e-mail 
shenanigans — or if she committed a 
crime? If you are, you might want to 
take a look at the federal code of laws, 
which is readily available to anyone on 
the Internet. 

In his testimony before Congress, for- 
mer FBI Director James Comey testi- 
fied that Clinton did not return all of the 
deleted e-mails; she lied when she said 
no e-mails were removed; and she was 
extremely careless — the definition of 
“gross negligence” by any standard. 

Comey based his decision not to pros- 
ecute on Clinton’s lack of bad intent. 
There is nothing in the law about intent. 

Below is the actual U.S. code: 


US Code title 18, part 1, Chapter 
101, Section 2071, Paragraphs a and 
b§ 2071. 

Concealment, removal, or mutila- 
tion generally 

... (b) Whoever, having the cus- 
tody of any such record, proceed- 
ing, map, book, document, paper, 
or other thing [filed or deposited ... 
with any judicial or public officer 
of the United States], willfully and 
unlawfully conceals, removes, mu- 
tilates, obliterates, falsifies, or de- 
stroys the same, shall be fined under 
this title or imprisoned not more 
than three years, or both; and shall 
forfeit his office and be disqualified 
from holding any office under the 
United States. 


And: 


US Code title 18, part 1, Section 
793, Paragraph f 

(f) Whoever, being entrusted 
with or having lawful possession 
or control of any document, writ- 
ing, code book, signal book, sketch, 
photograph, pho- 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


tographic negative, blueprint, plan, 
map, model, instrument, appliance, 
note, or information, relating to the 
national defense, (1) through gross 
negligence permits the same to be 
removed from its proper place of 
custody or delivered to anyone in 
violation of his trust, or to be lost, 
stolen, abstracted, or destroyed, or 
(2) having knowledge that the same 
has been illegally removed from its 
proper place of custody or delivered 
to anyone in violation of its trust, 
or lost, or stolen, abstracted, or de- 
stroyed, and fails to make prompt 
report of such loss, theft, abstrac- 
tion, or destruction to his superior 
officer— 

Shall be fined under this title or 
imprisoned not more than ten years, 
or both. 


If you perhaps are wondering when our 

government will actually start protect- 

ing us from our government criminals, 
so am I! 

BILL HINESER 

Arvada, Colorado 


Dastardly Attack 


Wasn’t the 1941 sneak attack on 
Pearl Harbor, using 20th-century air- 
dropped torpedoes, considered to be a 
somewhat infamous act of war, eventu- 
ally leading to war-crimes trials for its 
surviving perpetrators? 

If so, shouldn’t the same standard be 
applied to America’s self-righteous war- 
hawks who, absent a formal declara- 
tion of war, launched a $90 million pre- 
planned 21st-century airborne-torpedo 
attack on the sovereign nation of Syria, 
based solely on hearsay? 

Unless checked, what nation will our 
so-called elites choose to bomb next (at 
American taxpayer expense, of course)? 

RUSSELL W. HAAS 
Golden, Colorado 
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INSIDE TRACK 


Secretary of Defense: “We Are Not Winning in Afghanistan” 


During testimony on June 13 before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee in support of President Trump’s Defense Department 
budget request for Fiscal Year 2018, Defense Secretary James 
Mattis asserted, “We are not winning in Afghanistan right now. 
And we will correct this as soon as possible. I believe by mid-July 
we will be able to brief you in detail.” Mattis’ statement was made 
during a tense exchange with the committee’s chairman, Senator 
John McCain (R-Ariz.). 

McCain, one of the Senate’s most outspoken interventionists 
on foreign policy, expressed noticeable frustration with what he 
perceives as a failed U.S. military strategy in Afghanistan, tell- 
ing Mattis during the hearing, “We’re now six months into this 
administration. We still haven’t got a strategy for Afghanistan. 
It makes it hard for us to support you when we don’t have a 
strategy. We know what the strategy was for the last eight years: 
Don’t lose.” 

The Arizona senator also warned Mattis that senators will 
“start getting more vocal in our criticism” if a plan isn’t deliv- 
ered soon. “I was confident that within the first 30 to 60 days [of 
the Trump administration] we would have a strategy from which 
to start working,” McCain said. “So, all I can tell you is that un- 
less we get a strategy from you, you’re going to get a strategy 
from us.” 

Senator Roger Wicker (R-Miss.) asked Mattis to “define for us 
what winning in Afghanistan means.” 

“What does winning look like?” Mattis answered. “The Af- 


ghan government — with international help — will be able to 
handle the violence and drive it down to a level that local security 
forces can handle it.” Still, “With our allies, it would probably re- 
quire residual force doing training and maintaining the high-end 
capability” to take out security threats, Mattis said. “It’s going 
to be an era of frequent skirmishing, and it’s going to require a 
change in our approach from the last several years if we’re to get 
it to that position.” 


Mattis 


Government Collects $240 Billion in May; Still Runs $88 Billion Deficit 


The U.S. Treasury announced June 15 that the federal govern- 
ment collected more money in May than in any other month in 
history: $240.4 billion. In the same breath, it said that the gov- 
ernment spent $328.8 billion, creating a deficit of $88.4 billion. 

From a wage-earner’s perspective, it meant that in May the 
average worker paid $1,572 in taxes but the government spent 
$2,149, making up the $577 difference by borrowing. Such defi- 
cit spending is making the S&P Global credit rating agency in- 
creasingly nervous. 

Just a week earlier, the agency affirmed its best rating — 
A-1+ — for the government’s “short term” debt, which means, 
in its own parlance, that the federal government’s ability to pay 
its current bills is “strong.” But in the longer term, the agency is 


far less sanguine. While holding its current long-term rating at 
AA+ (one full notch below its best rating), it said it’s unable to 
give the United States its highest rating (AAA) because of “high 
general government debt, relatively short-term-oriented policy- 
making, and uncertainty about policy formulation” for the future. 
It explained what it meant about that “uncertainty”: 


The U.S.’s net general government debt burden (as a share 
of GDP) remains twice its 2007 level. While, in our view, 
debt to GDP should hold fairly steady over the next sev- 
eral years, we expect it to rise thereafter absent measures 
to raise additional revenue and/or cut nondiscretionary 
expenditures.... Although deficits have declined, net gen- 
eral government debt to GDP remains high at about 80% 
of GDP. Given our growth forecasts and our expectations 
that credit conditions will remain subdued, thus keeping real 
interest rates in check, we expect this ratio to hold fairly 
steady through 2020. At that point, it could deteriorate more 
sharply, partly as a result of demographic trends. 


It appears to be an unstoppable locomotive. Non-discretionary 
spending is on autopilot. And interest rates now coming off his- 
toric lows are only going to increase those annual deficits into 
the future as far as the eye can see. 


AP Images 
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Homosexual Agenda Has Morphed Into Anti-Trump Activism 


As homosexual activists gathered in major cities across America 
for their gay pride parades June 11, it was clear that the annual 
homosexual spectacle had morphed into a massive, nationwide 
anti-Trump rally. NPR.org noted June 12 that at more than 50 
homosexual marches in cities across the nation, “LGBT people 
and their allies gathered to stand in solidarity against the Trump 
administration.” 

The Los Angeles Times reported June 11 that its nearly 50-year- 
old “LGBTQ” pageant was replaced this year “with what can best 
be described as a symbol of the Trump era — a protest march, 
complete with a hashtag in its name: the #ResistMarch.” 

Brian Pendleton, one of the organizers of the Trump protest 
march, told the Zimes that “this year, the LGBTQ community is 
lending our iconic rainbow flag to anyone who feels like their 
rights are under threat and to anyone who feels like America’s 
strength is its diversity. The political climate we find ourselves 
in has driven us to galvanize and unite.” 

The LA parade was replete with the requisite Trump-bashing 
signs, along with the t-shirt of choice sporting the slogan, “Make 
America Gay Again” — a perverse play on Trump’s patriotic 
campaign tagline. And throughout the parade could be heard such 
rants as: “We’re here, we’re queer, get that Cheeto out of here” 
—a juvenile jab at Trump’s hair color and one-time spray-on tan. 

And in Charlotte, North Carolina, “gay pride” organizers 


refused to allow a pair of homosexuals to participate in their 
parade because they identified themselves as Trump support- 
ers. Brian Talbert told local Charlotte news sources that he 
and another man, part of a group calling themselves “Gays for 
Trump,” had applied to enter a float in Charlotte’s “Pride Pa- 
rade,” but were promptly rejected. 

Ironically, pro-Trump homosexuals have found that in order to 
be accepted in the gay community, they must stay “‘in the closet” 
as supporters of the president. “Generally” said Vincent Foster 
of Miami, Florida’s Log Cabin Republicans, “in 2017, it’s a lot 
easier to be openly gay than to be openly Republican.” 


U.K. Leaders: Fight Terror With Global Internet Censorship 


Speaking after the June 3 London Bridge terror attack that left 
seven dead and some 50 wounded, an attack that followed a 
suicide bombing in Manchester, England, U.K. Prime Minister 
Theresa May blamed free speech, ideology, online freedom, and 
a lack of government regulation for the atrocities. “We cannot 
allow this ideology the safe space it needs to breed,” May said 
June 4, without elaborating on the ideology but demanding more 
war abroad and an end to “safe spaces” for extremism online. 
“Yet that is precisely what the Internet and the big companies that 
provide Internet-based services provide.” 


Theresa 
May 


May again called for “international agreements” to regulate 
and censor the Internet under the guise of battling “extremism.” 
International agreements would be used to regulate speech in cy- 
berspace with a goal of stopping “ideologies” that authorities do 
not agree with from having a “safe space” online. She outlined a 
vision suggesting she wants the war against unapproved ideolo- 
gies and speech to be global in scope: “We need to work with 
allied democratic governments to reach international agreements 
that regulate cyberspace to prevent the spread of extremist and 
terrorism planning.... We need to do everything we can at home 
to reduce the risks of extremism online.” 

Of course, even before the latest terror attacks, May and other 
top British politicians were pushing the exact same agenda. Most 
recently, the ruling Conservative (Tory) Party released a manifes- 
to calling for an Orwellian censorship regime to control speech 
and ideology online. “Some people say that it is not for govern- 
ment to regulate when it comes to technology and the internet,” 
the manifesto explains. “We disagree.” Under the plan, the Unit- 
ed Kingdom would become “the global leader in the regulation 
of the use of personal data and the internet.” 

Giving up more liberty will not stop terrorism. Instead, it 
will further empower government and will undoubtedly be fol- 
lowed by further government attacks on fundamental human 
rights. The British people must stand firm for their liberty by 
refusing to be bullied or terrorized by either Islamist terrorists 
or totalitarian politicians. 


AP Images 
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EXTENDED INSIDE TRACK 


AG Jeff Sessions Ends DOJ Bankrolling of Radical Activists 


ttorney General Jeff Sessions 
A has announced an end to the 

Department of Justice sweet- 
heart deal that has funneled hundreds of 
millions of extortion dollars to left-wing 
activists. On June 5, Sessions issued a 
memorandum to all U.S. attorney’s offic- 
es and all components of the Department 
of Justice (DOJ) prohibiting payouts to 
third parties in settlements reached by 
the Justice Department. 

The new order is aimed at curtail- 
ing a massive political extortion racket 
that has allowed activist attorneys and 
their left-wing client organizations to 
rake in millions of federal tax dollars, 
as well as shake down American cor- 
porations for billions of dollars to fund 
their Marxist agendas. The practice 
has been going on for decades but was 
boosted to stratospheric heights during 
the Obama administration, with radical “community organizers” 
from groups such as La Raza, the Association of Community 
Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN), Neighborhood As- 
sistance Corporation of America (NACA), Asian Americans for 
Equality (AAFE), NeighborWorks (NW), the National Commu- 
nity Reinvestment Coalition (NCRC), and the National Urban 
League (NUL) — and many more — receiving billions of dollars 
extorted from corporations that the radical grievance lobbies ac- 
cuse of racism, sexism, and discrimination. Teaming up with the 
federal Department of Justice and the liberal-left Big Media, they 
have cowed corporations into coughing up huge “social justice” 
payoffs to radicals claiming to represent the allegedly aggrieved 
ethnic or social group “victims.” 

“Tt has come to my attention,” Sessions noted, “that certain pre- 
vious settlement agreements involving the Department included 
payments to various non-governmental, third-party organizations 
as a condition of settlement with the United States. These third-par- 
ty organizations were neither victims nor parties to the lawsuits.” 

The DOJ memo then made clear that this practice of subsidizing 
the political activity of radical partisans will cease: “The Depart- 
ment will no longer engage in this practice. Effective immediately, 
Department attorneys may not enter into any agreement on behalf 
of the United States in settlement of federal claims or charges, 
including agreements settling civil litigation, accepting plea agree- 
ments, or deferring or declining prosecution in a criminal matter, 
that directs or provides for a payment or loan to any non-govern- 
mental person or entity that is not a party to the dispute.” 

A follow-up DOJ press release on June 7 noted that Attorney 
General Sessions had issued the above-mentioned memo to all 94 
U.S. attorneys’ offices. “When the federal government settles a 
case against a corporate wrongdoer, any settlement funds should 
go first to the victims and then to the American people — not to 
bankroll third-party special interest groups or the political friends 
of whoever is in power,” said Sessions. “Unfortunately, in recent 


Jeff 
Sessions 


years the Department of Justice has sometimes required or encour- 
aged defendants to make these payments to third parties as a condi- 
tion of settlement. With this directive, we are ending this practice 
and ensuring that settlement funds are only used to compensate 
victims, redress harm, and punish and deter unlawful conduct.” 

Under the Obama administration, the press release noted, “the 
Department repeatedly required settling parties to pay settle- 
ment funds to third party community organizations that were not 
directly involved in the litigation or harmed by the defendant’s 
conduct. Pursuant to the Attorney General’s memorandum, this 
practice will immediately stop.” 

The Trump administration’s move to end the DOJ funding 
mechanism for subversives is a welcome effort, but just a start; 
it does not affect the direct taxpayer funding of radicals through 
numerous grants from the Departments of Energy (DOE), Health 
and Human Services (HHS), Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD), Education (DOEd), Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), Public Broadcasting System (PBS), and many other fed- 
eral conduits. 

However, stanching the flow of payoffs from extortionate 
lawsuits will put a significant dent in the political war chests 
of the professional agitators. In addition, it gives hope that the 
new administration will go even further and eliminate the on- 
going practice of many federal agencies and departments of 
funding radical immigration, environmental, racial, education, 
labor, voter registration, and LGBT groups. Doing so would go 
a long way toward eliminating the organized antics of disrup- 
tive demonstrators and violent rioters that are wreaking havoc 
in our cities and destroying public comity. Going further, in- 
vestigations (by Congress, DOJ, FBI, IRS) and prosecution of 
illegal funding of political activists and rioters by tax-exempt 
foundations — such as the Soros, Rockefeller, Ford, and Tides 
foundations — would drastically curtail the orchestrated chaos 
that is ravaging our land. 
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Critic Suggests Silence Rather Than Bluster 

“You may be the first president in history to go down because you can’t 
stop inappropriately talking about an investigation that, if you just were 
quiet, would clear you.” 

Customarily a critic of President Trump, Senator Lindsey Graham 
(R-S.C.) made a telling point during a television interview. 


President Will Retain Deep NATO Immersion 
“T’m committing the United States to Article 5.” z 
Article 5 of the NATO Treaty says that an attack on any NATO member Lindsey 
(there are 28) is essentially an attack on all, and all should respond. When feign 

he campaigned for the office he now holds, Donald Trump termed the 

alliance “obsolete.”’ Now that he’s the U.S. president, his attitude is markedly different. 


Liberal Magazine Suggests U.S. Independence Was a “Mistake” 

“What if it was a terrible mistake from the start ... and what if the injustice and madness of American 
life since then have occurred not in spite of the virtues of the Founding Fathers but because of them?” 
Writing in the New Yorker magazine, Adam Gopnik offered a distinctly negative view of the U.S.A. 
founding and history. 


Germany’s Leader No Longer Relying on the United States 

“The times on which we could fully rely on others — they are somewhat 
over. This is what I experienced in the last few days.” 

Immediately after three days of NATO meetings in late May, Chancel- 
lor Angela Merkel expressed disappointment about her perception of 
U.S. leadership in the pact. President Donald Trump had called on the 
member nations to pay their fair share of the costs, something they have 
not done. 


White House Budget Director Wants to Cut Welfare Costs 

Mulvaney , “If you’re on food stamps and you’re able-bodied, we need you to go to 
work. If you’re on disability insurance and you’re not supposed to be and 
are not truly disabled, we need you to go back to work.” 

In 2016, there were 44 million food stamp recipients, and close to 11 million were receiving disability 
payments. Budget Director Mick Mulvaney wants to lower the cost of both programs. 


AP Images 


Trump Should Tweet Less! 

“There is a reason for the old lawyer’s proverb: The fish got hooked because it opened its mouth.” 
After serving as White House counsel during the Obama administration, Robert Bauer now offers 
advice to President Trump. 


Mother of Mountain Climber Issues Interesting Response 

“Congratulations! Thanks for not telling me ahead of time.” 

After her son climbed El Capitan s Dawn Wall without any ropes or specialized equipment, the mother 
of climber Alex Honnold was thankful she didn t know what he was attempting until after he succeeded. 


Nominee for FBI Post Seen as Quiet and Capable 

“He’s not flashy. He’s not showy. He’s understated.” 

Michael Luttig, a former judge who hired Christopher Wray as a law 
clerk in 1992, believes him to be an excellent choice to lead the FBI. 


Defense Secretary Offers Unusual Assessment of His Role 
“Nothing. I keep other people awake at night.” 
Asked during a television interview, “What keeps you awake at night?” by 
John Dickerson of CBS News, Secretary of Defense James Mattis offered 
an unexpected response. @ 

— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANUS 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 
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Dont Renegotiate NAFTA: 


Get US Out! 


While running for the oval office, President Trump noted to crowds how destructive 
NAFTA was to individuals, businesses, and states. Now he says he may keep NAFTA. 


by Charles Scaliger 


n New Year’s Day in 1994, the 
North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA) came into 


being. Despite the enthusiastic backing 
of then-President Clinton, congressional 


Democrats, and a large majority of Belt- 
way Republicans, the massive new trade 
deal and international bloc that it created 
were controversial everywhere but inside 
the Beltway. 

As discerning observers almost a quar- 
ter-century ago pointed out, although 


NAFTA was being sold to the American 
public as a “free trade” deal, it was in 
fact anything but. Its beguiling name not- 
withstanding, NAFTA was and remains a 
“managed trade” deal, an instrument of 
international socialism setting up a vast 
new array of international bureaucracies to 
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manage the flow of goods across the bor- 
ders of Canada, Mexico, and the United 
States. Included in the deal from the very 
get-go, for example, was a sweeping set 
of environmental objectives and rules in 
a little-noticed side agreement, the North 
American Agreement on Environmental 
Cooperation, whose enforcement arm is 
the Commission for Environmental Coop- 
eration, headquartered in Montreal, whose 
mission is to receive and adjudicate notic- 
es of alleged environmental violations by 
any of the three North American countries. 

During its 23-year lifespan, NAFTA has 
brought about radical changes in the econo- 
mies of the three North American countries, 
of which the most conspicuous has been 
the proliferation of maquiladoras, Mexi- 
co-based assembly plants, mostly built by 
American companies moving assets south 
of the border, where wages are cheaper and 
government regulations less burdensome. 
NAFTA has thus been an enormous eco- 
nomic boon for Mexico, a poor country run 
by an irredeemably corrupt government — 
which now has the manufacturing base of a 
major industrial power. The United States, 
on the other hand, has experienced a mas- 
sive exodus of jobs and capital as hundreds 
of American businesses have moved assets 
south of the border. 

NAFTA has failed to deliver on the airy- 
fairy promises of its creators, at least from 
the point of view of its most important 
sponsors, American taxpayers. And de- 
spite its dismal track record, the organiza- 
tion is in no imminent danger of collapse, 
now that President Trump has decided, 
after months of anti-NAFTA campaign 
bluster, to renegotiate rather than with- 
draw from the organization. Trump’s top 
priority, as with most of his foreign policy 
priorities, is to get a better deal for the 
United States. But extracting better trade 
terms from our two North American neigh- 
bors has virtually nothing to do with the 
long-term objectives of NAFTA. Not only 
is NAFTA not a free-trade agreement, its 
underlying purpose is not trade at all. Like 
the former European Common Market — 
which was transformed into the European 
Community and finally into the modern 
European Union, a full-fledged continen- 
tal government — NAFTA was designed 
with much more ambitious aims in mind 
than making the world safer for imported 
avocados and Canadian softwood. And 
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Its beguiling name notwithstanding, NAFTA was and 
remains a “managed trade” deal, an instrument of 
international socialism setting up a vast new array 
of international bureaucracies to manage the flow of 
goods across the borders of Canada, Mexico, and the 


United States. 


President Trump, by deciding to stick with 
and further legitimize NAFTA, has — wit- 
tingly or unwittingly — greatly improved 
the prospects for NAFTA to someday be 
transformed into a North American Union. 

Candidate Trump portrayed himself as 
the NAFTAnator, a new type of president 
with ordinary Americans as his top prior- 
ity, who would not hesitate to withdraw 
from “one of the worst deals our country 
has ever made,” as he called NAFTA on 
May 9, 2016. On the hustings in August in 
North Carolina, Trump told an enthusiastic 
crowd, “I see the carnage that NAFTA has 
caused, I see the carnage. It’s been horrible. 
I see upstate New York, I see North Caro- 
lina, but I see every state. You look at New 
England. New England got really whacked. 
New England got hit.” A core element in 
Trump’s stump speech, NAFTA was a ca- 
lamity he routinely blamed on President 
Bill Clinton — and by extension, his rival, 
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“Crooked Hillary.” Indeed, President Clin- 
ton signed NAFTA into law, but it was his 
predecessor, patrician Republican George 
H.W. Bush, who negotiated and signed the 
agreement on the international stage. Also 
on board with NAFTA was most of the Re- 
publican congressional delegation in 1993- 
1994, including future GOP Speaker of the 
House Newt Gingrich. 

In a word, NAFTA was never a Big Gov- 
ernment boondoggle imposed on an unwill- 
ing but valiantly resistant GOP minority 
by venal Democrats; it was and remains 
a product of bipartisan consensus, at least 
among the elites in control of both parties. 
For Trump to attempt to rally GOP lead- 
ership against an organization they were 
complicit in creating was a nonstarter. 

It therefore was not terribly surprising to 
seasoned observers when President Trump, 
on April 26, announced that, all previous 
anti-NAFTA billingsgate notwithstanding, 


Outsourcing: NAFTA has brought about radical changes in the economies of the three North 
American countries, of which the most conspicuous has been the proliferation of maquiladoras, 
Mexico-based assembly plants, mostly built by American companies. 
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he had decided to renegotiate rather than 
withdraw from NAFTA. In the first of two 
Tweets, the president admitted to having 
a change of heart after receiving personal 
calls from both Canada’s Justin Trudeau 
and Mexico’s Enrique Pefia Nieto: “TI re- 
ceived calls from the President of Mexico 
and the Prime Minister of Canada asking to 
renegotiate NAFTA rather than terminate. 
I agreed.” But then, in an apparent sop to 
disappointed anti- NAFTA Trump support- 
ers, the president Tweeted reassuringly: 
“Subject to the fact that if we do not reach 
a fair deal for all, we will then terminate 
NAFTA. Relationships are good — deal 
very possible!” Later he reiterated his po- 
sition to reporters following a meeting with 
Argentine President Maurice Macri: 


I decided rather than terminating 
NAFTA, which would be a pretty 
big, you know, shock to the system, 
we will renegotiate. Now ... if I’m un- 
able to make a fair deal for the United 
States, meaning a fair deal for our 
workers and our companies, I will 
terminate NAFTA. But we’re going to 
give renegotiation a good, strong shot. 


European Union 

Whether President Trump truly believes 
renegotiating NAFTA could possibly ben- 
efit Americans is not for us to speculate. 
This author finds it difficult to believe, 
however, that President Trump can pos- 
sibly be unaware of what internationalist 
elites have foisted on Europeans in the 
name of free trade; the entire European 
unification scheme has unfolded in the 
course of Trump’s lifetime, and is worth 
recalling here as a cautionary tale. 

In 1951, when Donald Trump was five 
years old, the European Coal and Steel 
Community (ECSC) was set up by six West- 
ern European countries under the Treaty of 
Paris. Belgium, France, West Germany, 
Italy, France, and Luxembourg created the 
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Pushover president? Canadian Prime Minister Justin Trudeau meets with President Trump in the 
Oval Office on February 13. On April 27, Trump stated that he agreed to renegotiate NAFTA after 
receiving personal calls from both Trudeau and Mexico's Enrique Pefia Nieto. 


very first modern supranational organiza- 
tion — an apparently innocuous, narrowly 
focused trade bloc that began the process 
that has led to the political integration of 
much of Europe under the modern Europe- 
an Union. Note well: The European Union 
has abandoned any pretense of being a “free 
trade” union; its sponsors now openly tout 
it as a regional government, and have long 
since moved on from questions of economic 
and monetary union to total political and 
legal union — in other words, a modern- 
day pan-European empire such as Rome or 
Napoleonic France, but assembled largely 
with the consent of its subject peoples rather 
than by naked military conquest. 

Nor did this come about by chance. It 
is well documented that the political unifi- 
cation of Europe has long been the objec- 
tive of European elites. Before the Second 
World War was even over, French financier 
and pioneering internationalist Jean Mon- 
net, the “father of Europe,” was already 
working to lay the foundation for a post- 
war order that contemplated the eventual 
economic and political unification of Eu- 


This author finds it difficult to believe that President 
Trump can possibly be unaware of what internationalist 
elites have foisted on Europeans in the name of free 
trade; the entire European unification scheme has 
unfolded in the course of Trump's lifetime. 
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rope. Born into a well-to-do French fam- 
ily of cognac manufacturers, Monnet as a 
young man was one of the founders of the 
now-defunct League of Nations, and was 
appointed the organization’s first deputy 
secretary-general. However, he soon grew 
impatient with that organization’s stifling 
bureaucracy, and returned to the family 
business and to international finance, where 
he learned the art of currency stabilization 
in the new post-gold standard world. A real- 
life “international man of mystery,” Monnet 
spent time in Poland, Romania, and China 
in the interwar years helping to stabilize 
economies and, in the case of China, even 
reorganized that country’s railroad system. 
By the time of the outbreak of World War 
II, Monnet had become as much an Eng- 
lishman as a Frenchman, and was instru- 
mental in helping those two governments 
forge an alliance against the Axis. 

Despite his impeccable globalist cre- 
dentials, Monnet remained a European at 
heart, and it was with the affairs of Europe 
that he was chiefly concerned. In 1943, 
in an address to the National Liberation 
Committee, the seat of the French govern- 
ment in exile in Algiers, Monnet appears 
to have articulated for the first time his 
overarching goal, that of a unified Europe: 


There will be no peace in Europe, 
if the states are reconstituted on the 
basis of national sovereignty.... The 
countries of Europe are too small to 
guarantee their peoples the necessary 


THE NEW AMERICAN e¢ JULY 10, 2017 


prosperity and social development. 
The European states must constitute 
themselves into a federation. 


Following the war’s conclusion, Mon- 
net and his associates arranged for the 
dismantlement of the German industrial 
base, particularly the seizure by France of 
the German coal mines in the Ruhr and 
the Saar. These critical assets were then 
offered back to Germany at a price: sub- 
mission to a new international authority, 
a “High Authority,” that would exercise 
control over the coal and steel assets of 
all member nations, including both France 
and Germany. Having little choice, West 
German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer 
accepted the new order. French Minister 
of Foreign Affairs Robert Schuman pro- 
claimed at the time: 


Through the consolidation of basic 
production and the institution of a new 
High Authority, whose decisions will 
bind France, Germany and the other 
countries that join, this proposal rep- 
resents the first concrete step towards 
a European federation, imperative for 
the preservation of peace. 


Thus the new European Coal and Steel 
Community from the outset was openly 
intended to be the first of a series of steps 
leading to the unification of Europe under a 
single political authority. Jean Monnet was 
appointed the first president of the ECSC’s 
High Authority in 1953, where he immedi- 
ately began laboring for something larger. 
In 1955, he founded the Action Committee 
for the United States of Europe. 

As intended, the European Coal and 
Steel Community was soon overshad- 
owed by a more ambitious organization. 
In 1958, the European Economic Commu- 
nity (EEC, the “Common Market”) came 
into being, a broader trade zone that origi- 
nally consisted of the same six member 
nations of the ECSC but actively sought to 
add more, with the transparent objective 
of eventually including all of Western Eu- 
rope. Alongside the ECSC and the EEC, a 
third organization, the European Atomic 
Energy Community (EURATOM), oper- 
ated in concert to draw in other European 
nations to the budding unification project. 
In 1967, these three communities were 
unified under the Merger Treaty. 
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The 1970s were a banner decade for 
European unification. In that decade, new 
countries, including the U.K., joined the 
EEC, and enormous progress was made 
toward long-sought political unification. 
By the end of the decade, a fully func- 
tional, if not yet very powerful, European 
Parliament was operational. By 1980, no 
sober observer could doubt the true mo- 
tives of the “Eurocrats.” 

The project of European unification has 
not gone forward without opposition. As 
early as the 1950s, many in Europe object- 
ed to the severe compromises of national 
sovereignty that were being proposed. 
Such objections, often voiced by powerful 
nationalist interests such as trade unions, 
managed to delay the designs of Monnet 
and his ideological successors, but in the 
long run, have not stopped European uni- 
fication from coming about. 

In 1993, the year the Maastricht Treaty 
came into effect, the European Economic 
Community shortened its name to the Eu- 
ropean Community (EC), a name that em- 
braced the all-encompassing vision of its 
founders. The same treaty also created the 
European Union (EU) out of the three exist- 
ing European communities. With the Eu- 
ropean Union a political reality, movement 
toward total continental political, econom- 
ic, and financial integration accelerated. In 
1998, the European Central Bank (ECB) 
was created, and the euro, the currency of 
united Europe, was launched the following 


year to worldwide plaudits. In 2009, the old 
European communities, including the EC, 
were officially dissolved within the EU via 
the Treaty of Lisbon. Despite the ongoing 
sovereign debt crisis in Europe, the union 
shows no signs of falling apart. The goal 
all along, after all, has been political uni- 
fication, not shared economic prosperity, 
and the gradual leveling of Europe’s once- 
sovereign economies is of little concern to 
the internationalist ideologues responsible 
for cobbling together the world’s first inter- 
national government-by-consent. 

Today’s Europe is, if not yet a fully 
integrated superstate, certainly no longer 
a collection of sovereign nations. The 
European Union now controls European 
finances via the ECB and the euro; has 
completely open borders, facilitating not 
only the flow of goods and services but 
also illegal immigrants and malefactors 
such as Islamic terrorists across former 
international borders; issues a broad range 
of regulations, including environmental 
and commercial statutes; has an active 
European parliament whose legislation is 
binding on member countries (albeit one 
whose job is mainly to rubber-stamp al- 
ready-authorized rules and regulations is- 
sued by EU bureaucrats); and is working 
diligently to establish European taxes, a 
single European police force, military, and 
the like. What was 30 years ago consid- 
ered the province of wild-eyed speculation 
and dystopian conspiracy theory has be- 


Before the Second World War was even over, French financier and pioneering internationalist 
Jean Monnet, the “father of Europe,” was already working to lay the foundation for a postwar 
order that contemplated the eventual economic and political unification of Europe. 
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Former Mexican President Vicente Fox, for example, 
agitated openly about the need for using NAFTA to 
springboard North America into deeper integration, a 
so-called NAFTA Plus plan that contemplated, among 
other things, a completely open U.S.-Mexico border. 


come 21st-century reality for hundreds of 
millions of Europeans who now owe their 
allegiance not to their respective mother- 
lands but to a continent-wide government. 

But what possible purpose could there 
be in cobbling together a European Union? 
To facilitate the creation of a single global 
government, a project near and dear to the 
hearts of international socialists for more 
than two centuries. Creating a workable 
world government by persuading nearly 
200 separate sovereign countries to give 
up their sovereignty is obviously imprac- 
tical — unless the nations of the world 
could first be persuaded to form regional 
political unions with countries with whom 
they already share history, culture, legal 
traditions, and the like. Several such re- 
gional unions could then be merged into a 
single global estate with comparative ease. 


North American Union 

The process of continent-wide unification 
began in North America with the Canada- 
United States Free Trade Agreement of 
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1989. At the time, few voices were raised 
in opposition to this apparently innocuous 
agreement between two very close allies 
with an enormous flow of goods across 
one of the world’s longest borders. But 
artfully included in the text of the treaty 
were provisions to “lay the foundation for 
further bilateral and multilateral coopera- 
tion to expand and enhance the benefits 
of the agreement.” A single word, “multi- 
lateral,” betrayed the longer-term aims of 
the treaty: Other countries were eventually 
to be brought into this “free trade” zone, 
in a rhetorical sleight of hand reminiscent 
of the manner in which the original EEC 
was used to draw other European coun- 
tries into the Common Market in addition 
to the six founding nations. 

The ink was not even dry on the Canada- 
United States Free Trade Agreement when 
negotiations began in earnest to create a 
broader “free trade zone” that would in- 
clude Mexico. The so-called North Ameri- 
can Free Trade Agreement took only two 
years to negotiate, and was signed in 1992 


Power in the tower: The EU’s European Central Bank (ECB), shown above, which is located in 


Frankfurt, Germany, controls European finances via ECB policy and the euro. The European Union 
has completely open borders, facilitating the flow of goods and services and also illegal immigrants. 
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by American President George H. W. Bush, 
Canadian Prime Minister Brian Mulroney, 
and Mexican President Carlos Salinas. Al- 
ready by October 1992, The John Birch 
Society was opposing NAFTA on the basis 
that it would “create a regional government- 
in-waiting.” However, Congress went on to 
approve the “trade agreement” late in 1993. 
It was signed by President Bill Clinton later 
in 1993 and went into effect in 1994. 

Of course, North America does not 
end with Mexico, and a few years after 
NAFTA went into effect, negotiations 
began to create a separate United States- 
Central American “free trade zone,” which 
would include Costa Rica, El Salvador, 
Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua, 
as well as the United States. After much 
negotiation, the Central American Free 
Trade Area (CAFTA) was ratified by the 
U.S. Congress and signed into law by 
President George W. Bush in 2005, and 
went into effect in 2006. Subsequently, 
the Caribbean nation of the Dominican 
Republic has joined CAFTA. 

In fact, during the last few decades 
“free trade” has broken out all across the 
Americas. In 1991, Mercosur, a customs 
union and “free trade zone” encompass- 
ing much of South America, was found- 
ed. Mercosur today includes the nations 
of Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, 
and Venezuela (which was recently sus- 
pended due to political and economic 
turmoil in that country). Meanwhile, the 
Andean nations of Bolivia, Ecuador, Co- 
lombia, and Peru belong to the Andean 
Community, a “free trade bloc” trans- 
parently inspired by and named after the 
European Community. These two trading 
blocs are now subordinate to the Union of 
South American Nations (USAN, or UN- 
ASUR in Spanish), a European Union- 
like political union that encompasses all 
12 South American countries. UNASUR 
came into being only six years ago, but 
has already made considerable progress 
toward continent-wide integration. UN- 
ASUR boasts a parliament, a bank (the 
Bank of the South), and a wide range of 
councils dealing with matters as diverse 
as health, defense, energy, education, and 
culture. In other words, UNASUR is fol- 
lowing the European playbook exactly, 
and is at roughly the same phase of im- 
plementation as the European Union was 
30 years ago. 
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Even the English-speaking Caribbean 
nations (including Belize, technically part 
of Central America) have a “Caribbean 
Community” (CARICOM) that began as 
a Caribbean Free Trade Area (CARIFTA) 
back in the 1960s. 

With the examples of Europe and South 
America to instruct us, there can be no pos- 
sible doubt that a North American Union, 
along the lines of the European Union and 
UNASUR (as well as other embryonic re- 
gional governments overseas, such as the 
African Union), is planned, the strenuous 
denials of internationalists notwithstand- 
ing. There has been one ambitious attempt 
at wider unification already, the Free Trade 
Area of the Americas (FTAA), which 
was launched in 1994, scant months after 
NAFTA went into effect. The FTAA con- 
templated unifying North, Central, South, 
and Caribbean America into a single “free 
trade zone,” with the usual provisions for 
further integration down the road. After 11 
years of negotiations, however, the FTAA 
foundered and fell apart in 2005. Although 
26 of the 34 countries that attended the last 
FTAA summit, held at Mar del Plata, Argen- 
tina, in November 2005, pledged to meet 
again in 2006, that next summit never hap- 
pened. Not coincidentally, The John Birch 
Society had kicked off a vigorous campaign 
to stop the FTAA by warning its members in 
May 2000 that the FTAA would be “a step 
toward transforming NAFTA into a full- 
scale hemispheric version of the European 
Union.” By 2005, the JBS had succeeded in 
shutting down the internationalists’ dream 
of establishing a bicontinental government 
bloc in the Western hemisphere. 

As for the quest for a North American 
Union (NAU) per se, the feverish desire of 
many internationalists to transform NAFTA 
into a true North American political union 4 
la EU is well documented. Former Mexican 
President Vicente Fox, for example, agitat- 
ed openly about the need for using NAFTA 
to springboard North America into deeper 
integration, a so-called NAFTA Plus plan 
that contemplated, among other things, a 
completely open U.S.-Mexico border. In 
a candid 2001 interview, Fox held forth 
with an American interviewer on the need 
for “convergence of our two economies, 
convergence on the basic and fundamental 
variables of the economy, convergence on 
rates of interest, convergence on income of 
people, convergence on salaries.” While 
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Bad bill: The John Birch Society opposed NAFTA on the basis that it would “create a regional 
government in-waiting.” However, Congress approved the “trade agreement” late in 1993. It was then 
signed by President Bill Clinton on December 8, 1993 and went into effect in 1994. 


lamenting that this might take time, he 
went on to express hope for future policies 
that would “erase that border, open up that 
border for [the] free flow of products, mer- 
chandises, [and] capital as well as people,” 
and noted that Mexico stood to benefit from 
such an arrangement in much the same way 
as erstwhile weak economies such as those 
of Ireland and Spain had benefited from 
membership in the European Union. 

The late Robert Pastor, a Latin Ameri- 
can expert and member of President Jimmy 
Carter’s National Security Council staff — 
and also of the flagrantly globalist Council 
on Foreign Relations — made a late-life 
career out of agitating for what he coyly 
termed a “North American Community.” 
Pastor insisted that this was not the same 
as a “North American Union,” nor was in 
any way inspired by the European Union. 
Yet his ideas, and those of other “North 
Americanists,” argue otherwise. Major 
long-term agenda items include a North 
American currency union, featuring a cur- 
rency to be known (not surprisingly) as the 
“amero”; a North American customs union, 
such as was implemented in the early stages 
of the European Community; and various 
schemes for the harmonization of wages, 
labor standards, environmental laws, and 
border security, among many other things. 

Nor is a North American Union merely 
a pipe dream of foreign politicians and 


think-tank theoreticians. Henry Kissinger, 
former secretary of state to presidents 
Nixon and Ford and an arch-internation- 
alist insider, in a 1993 LA Times article, 
approvingly styled NAFTA as “the most 
creative step towards a new world order 
taken by any group of countries since 
the end of the Cold War,” pointing out 
that NAFTA “is not a conventional trade 
agreement, but the architecture of a new 
international system.” 

As evidence of just how deep-seated 
the consensus on “North Americanism” 
is among Washington policy elites, whose 
concerns are utterly remote from those of 
the American private sector, consider the 
frank discussion on how to proceed with 
continental integration in a 2005 American 
diplomatic cable, released by WikiLeaks 
in 2011. In the cable, marked “sensitive,” 
American diplomatic personnel in Cana- 
da assess the prospects for further North 
American integration, based on circum- 
stances in Canada: 


An incremental and pragmatic pack- 
age of tasks for a new North American 
Initiative (NAI) will likely gain the 
most support among Canadian policy- 
makers. Our research leads us to con- 
clude that such a package should tackle 
both “security” and “prosperity” goals. 
This fits the recommendations of Ca- 
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Successful campaign: The John Birch Society kicked off a vigorous campaign in May 2000 to 
stop the FTAA, warning its members that the FTAA would be “a step toward transforming NAFTA 
into a full-scale hemispheric version of the European Union.” By 2005, the JBS had shut down the 
internationalists’ establishment of a bicontinental government bloc in the Western hemisphere. Now 
NAFTA is to be renegotiated by globalists and turned into a burgeoning regional government. 


nadian economists who have assessed 
the options for continental integration. 
While in principle many of them sup- 
port more ambitious integration goals, 
like a customs union/single market 
and/or single currency, most believe 
the incremental approach is most ap- 
propriate at this time, and all agree that 
it helps pave the way to these goals if 
and when North Americans choose to 
pursue them. 


The cable discusses in considerable detail 
the need for such measures as a common 
currency and customs union, and notes 
that these, and other recommendations, 
are strongly supported by Canadian policy 
elites. The entire concern of the document 
is with how American and Canadian elites 
can align their policy goals; that no men- 
tion whatever is made of any concerns 
American and Canadian citizens might 
have at their countries’ being corralled 
into this “North American Initiative” is 
indicative of how completely irrelevant 
such concerns are to the unelected policy 
elites who are the true nexus of modern 
American political power. 

Despite all of the momentum behind 
the internationalists’ NAU project, The 
John Birch Society managed to inflict 
a major setback on the construction of 
the NAU by defeating the Security and 
Prosperity Partnership (SPP) initiative. 
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In March of 2005, President George 
W. Bush and the leaders of Canada and 
Mexico announced the formation of the 
Security and Prosperity Partnership, a 
trilateral cooperative effort with the hid- 
den goal of transforming NAFTA into the 
NAU. A couple months later, the Council 
on Foreign Relations published Building 
a North American Community, a blue- 
print for transforming NAFTA into the 
NAU via the SPP. 

In October 2005, The John Birch Soci- 
ety launched a STOP the SPP campaign. 
Four years later the internationalists were 
forced to abandon their SPP/NAU initia- 
tive. Then, in 2011, Robert Pastor pub- 
lished The North American Idea: A Vision 
of a Continental Future, in which he spe- 
cifically named “the John Birch Society” 
as among the leading groups that “have 
been the most vocal, active and intense on 
North American issues, and they were ef- 
fective in inhibiting the Bush administra- 
tion and deterring the Obama administra- 
tion from any grand initiatives.” 


Don’t Renegotiate 

NAFTA — Get US Out! 

With the announcement by the Trump 
administration of its intent to renegotiate 
rather than withdraw from NAFTA, the 
JBS is redoubling its efforts to raise public 
awareness of the true nature of NAFTA. 
On May 23, the JBS wrote “Don’t Re- 


negotiate — Get US Out! of NAFTA,” 
posted at JBS.org: 


On April 27 President Trump an- 
nounced he had decided to re- 
negotiate NAFTA rather than 
withdraw.... Negotiations could begin 
as early as August 16 and could be 
complete by the end of 2017. What 
happened? ... Although we do not 
have inside knowledge of the details 
of why Trump changed his mind, it is 
pretty easy to understand the generali- 
ties of the sudden change of heart.... 
Donald Trump had run smack-dab into 
one of the internationalist establish- 
ment’s most important steppingstones 
toward world government, the North 
American Union (NAU). The NAFTA 
agreement represents the foundation of 
the eventual North American Union, a 
supranational governmental entity that 
would be comprised of the three for- 
merly sovereign nations.... The NAU 
is modeled after the internationalist 
establishment’s highly successful, al- 
though hugely deceptive, project to 
establish the European Union via so- 
called free trade agreements. Since 
many of Trump’s advisors are mem- 
bers in good standing of the interna- 
tionalist establishment, no wonder they 
advised him very powerfully to forget 
about withdrawing from NAFTA and 
instead work on renegotiating the 
agreement. In fact, they already had 
been planning to update NAFTA.... 
Now that we’ve withdrawn from the 
TPP, renegotiating NAFTA is exactly 
what they want as a next step toward 
regional government, aka the North 
American Union (NAU), on the way 
toward world government under the 
United Nations. 


President Trump, it would appear, has 
some appreciation for NAFTA’s delete- 
rious economic effects. But — despite 
his pledges to put America first — he 
has shown little interest, so far, in the far 
greater threat to American independence 
entailed by our continued membership in 
the organization. Let us hope that better- 
informed and -intentioned ordinary Amer- 
icans will eventually get America out of 
NAFTA altogether and stop the North 
American Union. 
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Will Trump's Commission on Election Integrity Succeed? 


President Trump formed a committee to probe election fraud. Though both Democrats 
and Republicans are claiming vote tampering, neither side is eager for the probe to start. 


by Kurt Hyde 


n May 11, President Trump 
@) signed an executive order cre- 

ating the Presidential Advisory 
Commission on Election Integrity. The 
mission of this advisory body is to file 
a report to the president detailing which 
aspects of federal elections are enhanc- 
ing voter confidence and which aspects of 
elections are not. Additionally, the group 
is charged with the responsibility to re- 
port on such election vulnerabilities as 
improper or fraudulent voter registrations 
and improper or fraudulent voting. 

The commission, when all appointments 
are completed, will have 15 members, with 
Vice President Mike Pence chairing the 
commission. Kansas Secretary of State Kris 
Kobach has already been named vice chair. 
The executive order requires this commis- 
sion to hold public meetings. The members 
of this commission are to serve without pay, 
but will be reimbursed for travel expenses. 
The federal government will pay normal 
administrative expenses, including neces- 
sary staff. The executive order has a sun- 
set provision requiring the commission to 
cease to exist 30 days after filing its report. 
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But what might the committee uncover? 
And even if large-scale vote fraud exists, 
will the committee be able to detect it? 
What can (and should) the committee do 
to uncover fraud, or to determine that the 
ballot is reasonably secure? 


What Does the 

Current Evidence Suggest? 

Evidence that fraud is likely rampant was 
published after the 2012 elections — in 
the same time frame that evidence came 
out that embedded political partisans 
safeguard illegal voting. National Re- 
view wrote in 2014, 


New York City’s watchdog Depart- 
ment of Investigations has just pro- 
vided the latest evidence of how easy 
it is to commit voter fraud that is al- 
most undetectable. DOI undercover 
agents showed up at 63 polling places 
last fall and pretended to be voters 
who should have been turned away 
by election officials; the agents as- 
sumed the names of individuals who 
had died or moved out of town, or 
who were sitting in jail. In 61 instanc- 
es, or 97 percent of the time, the tes- 


ters were allowed to vote. Those who 
did vote cast only a write-in vote fora 
“John Test” so as to not affect the out- 
come of any contest. DOI published 
its findings two weeks ago in a sear- 
ing 70-page report accusing the city’s 
Board of Elections of incompetence, 
waste, nepotism, and lax procedures. 
The Board of Elections, which has 
a $750 million annual budget and a 
work force of 350 people, reacted in 
classic bureaucratic fashion, which 
prompted one city paper to deride it 
as “a 21st-century survivor of Boss 
Tweed-style politics.” The Board 
approved a resolution referring the 
DOFP’s investigators for prosecution. 
It also asked the state’s attorney gen- 
eral to determine whether DOI had 
violated the civil rights of voters 
who had moved or are felons, and it 
sent a letter of complaint to Mayor 
Bill de Blasio. 

... You’d think more media outlets 
would have been interested, because 
the sloppiness revealed in the DOI re- 
port is mind-boggling. Young under- 
cover agents were able to vote using 
the names of people three times their 
age, people who in fact were dead. In 
one example, a 24-year female agent 
gave the name of someone who had 
died in 2012 at age 87. 


A recently released report about nonciti- 
zen voting in Virginia by the Public Inter- 
est Legal Foundation suggests the number 
of illegal votes cast by noncitizens may 
be significant. The report, Alien Invasion 
II, can be downloaded from its website. 
Among the startling findings include the 
fact that a total of 5,556 voter registrations 
have been removed in Virginia based on 
noncitizenship since 2011. A check of the 
voter histories of those registrations indi- 
cated that many illegal ballots were cast: 


5,556 non-citizens have been re- 
moved from the voter rolls for citi- 
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zenship problems in 120 of Virginia’s 
133 voting jurisdictions since 2011. 
In 102 of these jurisdictions, 1,852 
individuals cast 7,474 ballots be- 
fore election officials cancelled their 
registrations. In the other 13 voting 
jurisdictions, election officials have 
not removed a single record from 
the voter rolls because of citizenship 
problems in over 6 years. 


The report also said: 


State election officials concede that 
most discoveries of non-citizens on 
the registration rolls are accidental or 
by chance. According to communica- 
tions received from Edgardo Cortes, 
the Commissioner of the Virginia 
Department of Elections, the 5,556 
non-citizens removed from the voter 
rolls in recent years were discovered 
only because they “self-reported” 
their status as a non-citizen to Com- 
monwealth officials. 


Logan Churchwell, a spokesman for the 
Public Interest Legal Foundation, told THE 
NEW AMERICAN that he hopes the presi- 
dential commission will get the state-wide 
voter registration lists from all 50 states 
and do a national-level investigation. 

THE NEW AMERICAN asked Churchwell 
if he knew how many noncitizen voter reg- 


istrations in Virginia were deliberately ac- 
quired by the noncitizens or by others for 
fraudulent purposes or how many of them 
might have been added to the voter rolls 
by accident, such as in cases where the 
individuals marked the noncitizen box on 
the driver’s license application but were 
added to the voter rolls by clerical error or 
computer error. 

Likewise with the 7,474 ballots that 
are known to have been cast under these 
voter registrations: How many of those 
ballots were actually cast by these people 
and how many were cast by someone else 
who voted using these people’s voter reg- 
istrations unbeknownst to them? Church- 
well said that level of detail was not in- 
cluded in the responses to their requests. 
THE NEW AMERICAN sent a similar request 
to the Virginia Department of Elections. 
As of press time, the Virginia Department 
of Elections has not yet responded to that 
information request. 


Who Will Be on This Commission? 
The commission will have its work cut 
out for it, but based on some of the ap- 
pointments so far, the commission has a 
real chance of determining whether or not 
there was large-scale voting by nonciti- 
zens or other ineligible voters in the 2016 
general elections. That is, if the commis- 
sion is formed and holds public meetings. 
Kansas Secretary of State Kobach has 
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Teaming up against election fraud: Kansas Secretary of State Kris Kobach (right) with then 
President-elect Donald Trump. Kobach pioneered the use of computers to identify duplicate voter 


registrations that cross state lines. 
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already initiated a system of interstate 
cross-referencing to find duplicate voter 
registrations. Most states, however, do not 
automatically delete voter registrations 
when voters move across state lines. Ko- 
bach is the only secretary of state who has 
the authority to prosecute cases of election 
fraud, given to him by his state legislature. 
Kobach made headlines earlier this year 
when he obtained a conviction of voting 
by a noncitizen. 

THE NEw AMERICAN has confirmed that 
New Hampshire Secretary of State Wil- 
liam Gardner has also accepted an ap- 
pointment to this commission. Gardner, 
officially a Democrat, has a track record 
for fairness in elections and has extensive 
support from Republicans, Democrats, 
and Libertarians. Gardner is the longest- 
serving secretary of state in the nation. He 
was originally elected to his position by 
the New Hampshire Legislature in 1976 
following the 1974 senatorial contest be- 
tween Louis Wyman and John Durkin. 
Wyman was declared the winner by two 
votes although the Democrat-controlled 
U.S. Senate refused to seat him. That was 
the closest U.S. Senate election in the his- 
tory of the popular election of senators. 
During the high-profile statewide recounts 
numerous errors in the process were 
found. Errors in the electoral process that 
had been tolerated because they seemed 
trivial suddenly became non-trivial when a 
U.S. Senate seat hung in the balance. 

Gardner is known for being a secretary 
of state who doesn’t want errors swept 
under the rug, not even seemingly trivial 
ones. One example is Gardner’s opposi- 
tion to punch-card voting systems. Punch- 
card ballots were known to have occasion- 
al problems, with recounts not producing 
the same results. There were minor differ- 
ences each time the same punch-card bal- 
lots were recounted. While many election 
officials found those recount errors toler- 
able, Gardner did not. He wanted recounts 
to resolve doubts, not to add additional 
controversy. 

Gardner doesn’t tolerate other seem- 
ingly trivial errors either. New Hamp- 
shire has 400 state representatives elected 
every two years. There are numerous con- 
tests decided by very close margins, and 
sometimes even ties. Gardner was an early 
believer in the voter-verified paper trail 
movement and was instrumental in getting 
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the nation’s first paper trail law passed in 
New Hampshire in 1990. 

The 15-member commission report- 
edly still has open positions, but there 
are Obama appointees who are also being 
considered. 


Opponents Say Trump’s 

Claims Are Baseless 

Opponents of organizing this presidential 
commission include Reverend Al Sharp- 
ton, whose National Action Network 
website posted a statement saying, “This 
commission was formed as an attempt 
to construct legitimacy around baseless 
claims of illegal voting.” Other oppo- 
nents, including many in the news media, 
consistently use the same phrase, “base- 
less claim,” when referring to President 
Trump’s statements regarding large-scale 
voting by noncitizens and other forms of 
illegal voting. 

Congressman Jason Chaffetz (R-Utah), 
chairman of the House Oversight Commit- 
tee, which in the absence of a Congres- 
sional Committee on Elections appears to 
be the committee that ought to look into 
questionable elections, told CNN on Janu- 
ary 25 that “he doesn’t ‘see any evidence’ 
of voter fraud, and his committee won’t 
investigate it.” However, Chaffetz’ state- 
ment raises the question of how the allega- 
tions can be dismissed for lack evidence 
when the committee hasn’t investigated 
the allegations. 

Another opponent of this committee 
is Senator Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.), 
the Senate majority leader. McConnell 
has been quoted in numerous sources as 
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Constitutionally challenged: 
Senate Majority Leader Mitch 
McConnell says he’s against 
spending federal money to 
investigate the 2016 general 
elections even though the U.S. 
Constitution clearly authorizes it 


in Article |, Section 5. 


being against spending federal money 
because combating voter fraud is bet- 
ter left to the states. McConnell is right 
that election integrity is better left to the 
states, but Congress is allowed to play a 
role in investigating elections where its 
members are elected, especially when 
many states aren’t checking for fraud. 
Senator McConnell has a cumulative 
Freedom Index score of only 60 per- 
cent, with only 47 percent in the previ- 
ous Congress, including his vote to grant 
Trade Promotion Authority (TPA) to for- 
mer President Obama. 


If President Trump’s Claims Are 
Baseless, Why Not Resolve the Issue? 
If these officials are truly confident that 
the facts would support their assertions 
that Trump’s statements are baseless 
claims, why aren’t they cooperating in the 
fact-finding effort? After all, if an honest 
and accurate inquiry into the 2016 presi- 
dential elections will prove their case, why 
aren’t they getting involved, making sure 
the process is accurate and honest? That 
would settle the matter. 

False claims have been successfully han- 
dled in the past in much the same way. In the 
1960s, The John Birch Society was charac- 
terized in the news media as being, among 
other things, a fascist and anti-Semitic orga- 
nization. On March 22, 1961, JBS founder 
Robert Welch responded to these baseless 
claims by requesting an investigation of 
The John Birch Society by the California 
Senate Factfinding Subcommittee on Un- 
American Activities. Once the investigation 
was completed, the report stated: 


Our investigation and study was re- 
quested by the society, which had 
been publicly charged with being a 
secret, fascist, subversive, un-Amer- 
ican, anti-Semitic organization. We 
have not found any of these accusa- 
tions to be supported by the evidence. 


Note how the above statement was based 
on having completed an investigation, 
not used as an excuse to avoid conduct- 
ing an investigation. The right way to 
resolve the concerns over whether or 
not there was massive fraudulent voting 
would be to conduct an accurate, honest, 
and fair inquiry that could be monitored 
by the public. Then let the facts speak for 
themselves. 


Is President Trump’s 

Executive Order Constitutional? 

Of all the opposition comments to the 
president’s commission on election in- 
tegrity, the one area that hasn’t been men- 
tioned in the establishment news media is 
constitutionality. The U.S. Constitution 
has no grant of power to the president to 
authorize such a commission. This is Con- 
gress’ responsibility. 

Article I, Section 5 of the U.S. Con- 
stitution says, “Each House shall be the 
Judge of the Elections, Returns and Quali- 
fications of its own Members.” The U.S. 
Congress established the Committee on 
Elections as a standing committee in 1789: 


A standing Committee on Elections 
shall be appointed, to consist of 
seven members; it shall be the duty 
of said committee to examine and re- 
port upon the certificates of election, 
or other credentials of the members 
returned to serve in this House, and 
to take into their consideration all 
such matters as shall or may come 
in question, and be referred to them 
by the House, touching returns and 
elections, and to report their pro- 
ceedings, with their opinion there- 
upon, to the House. 


Because the 2016 Electoral College was 
elected in the same 2016 general elections 
in all 50 states, President Trump’s allega- 
tions of vote fraud apply to the Congres- 
sional contests as well as to the elections 
for Electors. 
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It is the constitutional duty of Congress to 
investigate questions of election integrity. 
Unfortunately, Congress has abrogated its 
responsibility to have a standing Commit- 
tee on Elections, the committee having 
been abolished by Congress in 1947. 

There was no need to have a similar 
committee in the U.S. Senate in 1789 
because the senators were appointed by 
the state legislatures. However, since 
the passage of the 17th Amendment in 
1913, which changed the process to one 
of a popular vote for senators, an election 
integrity investigation by either or both 
houses is appropriate and should be one 
of the legislative priorities for the 115th 
Congress. 

The bottom line is that President Trump 
can have informal conversations, but he 
has no authorization to form an official 
federal government organization to look 
into illegal voting. He should make a for- 
mal presidential request of both Congress- 
man Chaffetz and Senator McConnell to do 
their duty and have either or both Houses 
of Congress conduct an open investigation. 

If Chaffetz and McConnell continue 
to refuse, then President Trump should 
use his influence as president to encour- 
age private citizens to work with civic- 
minded groups such as True the Vote and 
its nationwide network of volunteers. As 
president, he has the freedom of speech to 
encourage those volunteers in the private 
sector to do the job that government agen- 
cies should be doing. If they find little or 
no election fraud, then the American peo- 
ple can rest assured. If these volunteers 
do find considerable electoral fraud, then 
it should be time to confront the govern- 
mental agencies that aren’t doing their 
jobs and ask if there ought to be some 
changes made. 


Should We Separate the Russian 

Hacker and Illegal Balloting Inquiries? 
Ironically, if Democrats truly feel that 
their accusations against Trump of hav- 
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ing the Russians skew the election results 
have any merit, they should be clamoring 
for oversight. Candidate Hillary Clinton, 
when backed into a corner during one of 
the presidential debates, alleged that Rus- 
sian hackers were helping Donald Trump. 
President Trump has alleged that he really 
won the popular vote once votes cast by 
foreigners and other illegal votes were 
subtracted from the totals. The major 
media has treated these as if they were two 
unrelated controversies that should be in- 
vestigated separately. 

But any interference in our elections 
by a foreign source, whether it be altering 
votes by computer hackers from outside 
our borders or by citizens of foreign na- 
tions casting ballots illegally in our elec- 
tions, can be investigated, at least in the 
initial stages, by federal law-enforcement 
agencies such the Department of Defense, 
FBI, and ICE (Immigration and Customs 
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Enforcement) — the latter especially if il- 
legal ballots were cast by foreign nation- 
als or persons who were in this country 
illegally. In the end, Congress should take 
charge of both investigations because 
they have the constitutional power to 
look into election results for congressio- 
nal and U.S. senatorial contests. In addi- 
tion the states should be involved because 
any interference in elections is a violation 
of state laws. 

Another reason that the states and the 
Congress should also be involved is be- 
cause it might turn out that some electoral 
fraud might initially appear to be caused by 
a foreign source, but might in the end be 
actually be an inside job perpetrated from 
within this country. Of course, all of the 
proceedings should be done in public, ex- 
cept for a few details where undercover op- 
eratives might be compromised. In Ameri- 
can law enforcement, the greatest source of 
witnesses to crimes comes from the general 
public informing their local police. 

Separating these two controversies and 
having them investigated by unrelated 
federal agencies opens the door to hav- 
ing one of the controversies investigated 
while the other dies on the vine. Presi- 
dent Trump would do a great service if he 
would amend the executive order to put 
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Proper authority: Congress has the constitutional power and responsibility to investigate any 
doubts about elections in which U.S. representatives or senators are elected. The House Committee 
on Elections should be reinstated as a standing committee, and the U.S. Senate should act similarly. 
Both houses of Congress should open inquiries into the 2016 general elections. 
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both aspects of the 2016 electoral contro- 
versy under the purview of this commis- 
sion and to include Congress as an active 
participant, as they should be. 


How Should This 

Committee Get Started? 

The commission would do well to start 
by requesting the statewide computerized 
voter registration lists from all 50 states, as 
suggested by Logan Churchwell. Kansas 
Secretary of State Kobach has experience 
in using computerized voter registrations 
to identify interstate duplicate registra- 
tions. With today’s powerful computers 
and Kobach’s experience, tasks such as 
this could be done very quickly and very 
inexpensively. 

The study should also gather evidence 
regarding whether or not there was Inter- 
net hacking, be it by Russian hackers, other 
hackers, or an inside job. Each state should 
report to the commission exactly how many 
ballots were cast via the Internet and list 
the voter registrations associated with the 
Internet ballots. Additionally, in order to 
determine if the transmission of vote totals 
could have been altered by outside hackers 
or as an inside job by people with access to 
the vote totals before the public sees them, 
the states should also identify whether or 
not their precinct vote totals were made 
public immediately after closing the polls 
and whether or not the precinct vote totals 
were printed on paper and posted at the pre- 
cincts. In order to assess other possibilities 
of foreign access to our electoral system, 
the states should also list voting equipment 
and election software and services pur- 
chased from foreign vendors. 

The commission should gather evidence 
regarding how many votes were cast by 
noncitizens or other forms of phantom 
voter registrations. Many experts have sug- 
gested using some form of random selec- 
tion, but this may be an ideal time to try 
using the Comprehensive Audit Recount 
(CAR), a strategy that was developed by 
this author around 2003. It was originally 
named Targeted Audit Recount (TAR). 
CAR procedures are designed to use intel- 
ligence gathered by the stakeholders in an 
election to identify a small number of pre- 
cincts and subject them to a comprehensive 
audit, including recounting the ballots and 
contacting the voters to ensure they exist. 

CAR gives candidates, both winning 
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ID hypocrisy: Statists typically have no objections to such unconstitutional federal guidelines as 
REAL ID, but object when states pass constitutional laws requiring ID cards by voters to combat 


electoral fraud. 


and losing candidates, the opportunity 
to identify at the precinct level where to 
gather evidence that can either support or 
disprove their claims that something was 
wrong about an election. 

President Trump and Democratic can- 
didate Hillary Clinton should each choose 
50 precincts, one in each state, for a Com- 
prehensive Audit Recount. Other candi- 
dates who got at least one percent of the 
vote should get a proportional share. Lib- 
ertarian candidate Gary Johnson, who got 
about three percent of the vote, should get 
to choose three precincts anywhere in the 
United States. Jill Stein, who got one per- 
cent of the vote, should get to choose one 
precinct anywhere in the country. A really 
good initial audit could be accomplished 
with just a little more than 100 precincts. 
That is a very low-cost way to start such 
an inquiry. 

Each precinct selected by the candidates 
should have a recount of the ballots if there 
is a paper trail. Simultaneously, each voter 
who voted in that precinct in the 2016 gen- 
eral election should be contacted by mail, 
in person, or by both means. The questions 
should include “Are you a U.S. citizen?” 
and “Did you vote in 2016 general election? 
Ifnot, do you have any idea who might have 
voted using your name?” The contacting of 
these voters can be accomplished by the 
committee’s staff or by people who recently 
contacted every resident in the United States 
during the 2010 Census. Because these pro- 
cedures are similar to those of the recently 
completed 2010 Census, it should be a very 
inexpensive and efficient process. 


All this should be done in public. Once 
the CAR is accomplished for the selected 
precincts, the findings, including how 
many Internet ballots might have been 
altered by Russian hackers, should be 
published in a report made available im- 
mediately to the public. 

If the findings indicate that the re- 
counted ballots were not tampered with 
and that all the voters actually existed, 
are eligible to vote, and are the ones who 
actually voted, that should be published. 
If the candidates aren’t satisfied with the 
results of the first CAR and want to try a 
few more precincts at their own expense, 
they should be allowed to do so. 

If, however, the findings indicate the 
ballots may have been tampered with 
or that a significant number of the vot- 
ers don’t exist or are ineligible to vote, 
or that someone voted using their names 
unbeknownst to them, that should also be 
published and the audits should then be 
expanded to other precincts. 

The American people have a right to 
know if our elections are being tampered 
with, whether by foreign hackers or by 
foreign nationals illegally voting, or if 
election fraud is being done by political 
insiders who are American citizens. If 
there is little or no fraud, the American 
people have the right know that too. The 
best way to know for certain is by an hon- 
est investigation involving the presidential 
commission, the Congress, and the states, 
with the public being informed every step 
of the way. Once the facts are known, let 
the cards fall where they may. Mf 


21 


AP Images 


THE HONEST _ ~-_-o 
Fast Service: COMPANY ww y y AN , yA \ X\ ——— 


Usually Within 
60 Minutes! 


FREE ESTIMATES nN Lakeland and Reidsville 


PLUMBING REPAIRS CaAnre : 
© Water Heaters © Re-pipes pa incall A 
© Faucets © Gas Lines 
© Toilets © Replace Water Lines 
e Garbage Disposals 


SEWER & DRAIN CLEANING 
© Kitchen Sink Drains © Sink Drains 
© Laundry Drains © Roof Vents 


© Tub/Shower Drains © Roof Drains 
© Main Sewer Drains 


¢N Allstate Plumbing Inc. and FARMING 


nn 
BE 
a 
—_ 
y 


Serving the greater San Francisco Bay Area since 1993. 


Call Today! Ef (800) 280-6594 


4 Fully Insured 
pit License # 694771 


SHIPPING SUPPLY SPECIALISTS 


OVER 1,250 MAILERS 
ALWAYS IN STOCK 


COMPLETE CATALOG 
1-800-295-5510 


Thinkstock 


WORLD 


The flags of the European Union: 

The EU is a microcosm of the type of 
government we can expect from a world 
government — with heavy regulations 
on business, little respect for individual 
liberty, and a lack of respect for biblical 
Christianity. 


FEAR WORLD GOVERNMENT 


Leftists dream of a powerful government that can take from 
all of the world’s rich to remedy all the world’s problems. If 
they get the government, they won't get the outcome. 


by Steve Byas 


imagine a boot stamping on a 

human face — forever,” wrote 
George Orwell in his classic dystopian 
novel 1984. 

Perhaps no single quotation could better 
sum up the reason any person who values 
liberty should oppose the creation of a 
world government, because the odds that 
a single government for the entire planet 
would have little respect for individual lib- 
erty are quite high. 

George Washington is reputed to have 
said that government is “like fire,” in 
that it is a “dangerous servant and a fear- 
ful master.” History is full of examples 
proving the truth of that statement, with 
such monsters as Caligula and Nero from 
the ancient world, and Hitler, Stalin, and 
Mao in modern times. But as horrible as 
these men were, they did not rule the en- 
tire globe. Their evil was confined to only 
limited parts of our world. But a global 
government would make possible — per- 
haps even likely — global tyranny. 


G | f you want a vision of the future, 
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The fact that global elitists favor the end 
of nations and the creation of a world gov- 
ernment is not really in dispute. They are 
actually quite open about it. The late glob- 
alist banker David Rockefeller made this 
startling confession in his 2002 autobiog- 
raphy Memoirs: “For more than a century 
ideological extremists at either end of the 
political spectrum have seized upon well- 
publicized incidents such as my encounter 
with Castro to attack the Rockefeller family 
for the inordinate influence they claim we 
wield over American political and econom- 
ic institutions. Some even believe we are 
part of a secret cabal working against the 
best interests of the United States, charac- 
terizing my family and me as ‘internation- 
alists’ and of conspiring with others around 
the world to build a more integrated global 
political and economic structure — one 
world, if you will. If that’s the charge, I 
stand guilty, and I am proud of it.” 

Advocates of world government argue 
that it would be a good thing. But are they 
correct? A government spanning the entire 
globe, and equipped to impose its will on 
once-sovereign nations, would possess im- 


mense power. How might this power be 
used — or abused? How could it be con- 
tained? As Lord Acton put it: “Power tends 
to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts 
absolutely.” If you value individual liberty, 
limited government, and free enterprise, 
then you have good reason to fear such 
a concentration of power and those who 
wield it. 

Thomas Jefferson recognized that the 
centralization of government power was 
antithetical to the cause of liberty: “When 
all government, domestic and foreign, in 
little as in great things, shall be drawn to 
Washington as the center of power, it will 
render powerless the checks provided of 
one government on another, and will be- 
come as venal and oppressive as the gov- 
ernment from which we separated.” It is 
clear that the author of the Declaration of 
Independence did not favor centralizing 
governmental power in our own national 
government. We can safely conclude, then, 
that he would not support surrendering all 
power to a world government. 

What do advocates of world govern- 
ment want such a regime to actually do? In 
1942, John Foster Dulles (later secretary 
of state for President Dwight Eisenhower) 
chaired a committee of the Federal Coun- 
cil of Churches that called for a world 
government to be given “strong imme- 
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be a good thing. But are they correct? A government 
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immense power. How might this power be used — or 
abused? How could it be contained? 


diate limitation on national sovereignty, 
international control of all armies and na- 
vies, a universal system of money, world- 
wide freedom of immigration, progressive 
elimination of all tariff and quota restric- 
tions on world trade and a democratically- 
controlled world bank.” They also called 
for a worldwide redistribution of wealth. If 
you are an American citizen, that would be 
your wealth. In the Summer 1992 edition 
of the World Policy Journal, the idea was 
put forth that “we need to move to a system 
of value-added taxes that could be collect- 
ed automatically when goods and services 
cross national borders,” so international 
organizations such as the United Nations 
no longer have to depend on “voluntary 
contributions” from member nations. As 
bad as this sounds, we can safely predict 
that the abolition of the United States after 
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the creation of a world government would 
not mean the abolition of the taxation on 
income, estates, property, and the like, 
but rather the Internal Revenue Service 
would just be replaced with a global tax 
“service” to take money from Americans 
for world distribution. Many of those in 
the United States who call for us to “tax 
the rich” would soon find out that the rest 
of the world considers all Americans rich. 

Jeff Deist recently wrote for the Mises 
Institute that universalism is not the same 
thing as liberty, and that only force could 
possibly hold together the diverse cultures 
of our world. In his book The Fearful 
Master, G. Edward Griffin made a simi- 
lar point. Unlike some theoretical global 
government, which many would like the 
United Nations (UN) to become, our na- 
tion was formed from colonies that “were 


? AP Images 


the UN book shop. In his Memoirs, he bluntly admitted that he and others have worked for world 
government for decades. His family gave the land on which the UN building now sits. 
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all of a similar cultural background. They 
enjoyed similar legal systems, they spoke 
the same language, and they shared simi- 
lar religious beliefs. They had much in 
common.” Despite all of this, the nation 
experienced a tragic Civil War. 


Example of Multinational 

Governments Today 

A good indicator of what a world govern- 
ment would look like can be determined by 
looking at two of the largest multinational 
governments we have already, namely the 
United Nations and the European Union. 
The same globalists who openly wish for 
a world government are fond of both of 
those organizations. 

After the communist Khmer Rouge 
took over Cambodia, it carried out a ho- 
locaust of its own people under the mass 
murderer Pol Pot, killing more than 30 
percent of Cambodia’s population in only 
four years — a total of two million people. 
At a special session of the UN’s General 
Assembly, the regime’s foreign minister 
was actually applauded, illustrating the 
lack of revulsion for that regime of mass 
murderers. Regardless of their motiva- 
tion, what type of people could possibly 
applaud such a man? These are the people 
we want to entrust with our lives and for- 
tunes? It should be remembered that the 
same collection of thugs and socialists 
who run the UN now, such as representa- 
tives of Communist China, Saudi Arabia, 
Cuba, and Venezuela, would most likely 
be the same in any world government, 
whether called the UN or something else. 

John Foster Dulles said the UN could 
become the world government he desired. 
“T have never seen any proposal made for 
... world government ... which could not 
be carried out either by the United Nations 
or under the United Nations charter.” 

It would certainly seem so. In his book 
None Dare Call It Treason, John Stormer 
wrote, “What is widely labeled as ‘dis- 
armament’ is in reality a transfer of the 
weapons of the world — and therefore 
the power to rule the world — to the 
United Nations.” 

This one-world government rule would 
involve the abolition of our present jury 
system, and other rights of the accused that 
we enjoy in the United States, through such 
means as the United Nations Treaty Against 
Genocide. Citing the treaty, Stormer cau- 
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tioned that the treaty provided 
“penalties for causing ‘mental 
harm’ to a member of a minority 
group. Such an offender, under 
the terms of the treaty, could be 
arrested, transported abroad, 
and tried without a jury and 
punished by the proposed Inter- 
national Criminal Court.” Since 
the UN is already proposing to 
make it illegal to disagree with 
homosexuality, we can see that 
all believing Christians would 
be placed in a perilous situation. 

Among the “rights” that are 
promised in the UN Charter 
are, “Everyone has the right to 
... medical care and necessary 
social services, and the right to 
security in the event of unem- 
ployment, sickness, disability, 
widowhood, old age, and other 
lack of livelihood.” This “inter- 
nationalization” of the welfare 
state would, of course, be paid 
for by American taxpayers and 
those of other wealthy coun- 
tries. Only recently, some glob- 
alists expressed that Obama- 
Care could not be repealed 
“under international law,” un- 
less all American citizens were 
given “healthcare” under some 
replacement plan. 

The constitution of the World Health 
Organization (WHO) is very clear on this 
topic: “Health is a state of complete physi- 
cal, mental and social well-being and not 
merely the absence of disease or infirmi- 
ty.... Governments have a responsibility 
for the health of their peoples which can 
be fulfilled only by the provision of ad- 
equate health and social measures.” One 
American who was heavily involved in 
the creation of WHO said this “includes 
not only the more conventional fields of 
activity but also mental health, housing, 
nutrition, economic or working conditions 
and administrative and social techniques 
affecting public health.” That American 
was the notorious Alger Hiss — later ex- 
posed as a Soviet spy. 

As Griffin said in The Fearful Mas- 
ter, “This simply means that the United 
States is bound by treaty to uphold its 
pledge to promote unlimited government 
meddling around the world,” which, of 
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it would be either a continuation of the present UN, or an organization 
backed by the same globalists, with the same goals — including 
worldwide control and redistribution of wealth, and international 
controls on business and people. 


course, turns the American Revolution on 
its head. The colonists seceded from the 
British Empire so they would not be told 
what to do on local matters by some far 
off, distant government. 

Too, it must be remembered that na- 
tional healthcare systems have two major 
flaws in common: The wealthy and the 
politically powerful get better healthcare 
than others, and governments save money 
by rationing care, especially for the chron- 
ically ill, the poor, and the elderly. In ad- 
dition to globalizing the welfare state — 
and the control this would give over the 
peoples of the world by the globalist elites 
who would run any such world govern- 
ment — the tentacles of this New World 
Order would essentially replace the fam- 
ily as the cornerstone of society. In 1990, 
the UN produced the United Nations Con- 
vention on the Rights of the Child, which 
UNICEF Director James Grant called “the 
Magna Carta for children.” 

Congressman Thomas Bliley (R-Va.) 


disputed the lofty rhetoric, 
arguing, “As written, it places 
government in a superior posi- 
tion to its citizens by granting 
these rights to children.” In Ar- 
ticle 14, Section 1 of the con- 
vention, the document asserts, 
“States Parties shall respect 
the right of the child to free- 
dom of thought, conscience 
and religion,” and in Article 
13, it requires that the child 
“shall have the right to free- 
dom of expression,” includ- 
ing “freedom to seek, receive 
and impart information and 
ideas of all kinds, regardless 
of frontiers, either orally, in 
writing or in print, in the form 
of art, or through any other 
media of the child’s choice.” 
In other words, the right (and 
duty) of parents to raise up 
their children, protecting them 
from pornography and the 
like, would be repealed with 
a world government along the 
lines of the UN. 

Article 31 even guarantees 
the child a right to “rest and 
leisure.” Griffin asks in The 
Fearful Master, “Would par- 
ents who make little Ricky do 
chores ... be liable for prosecution?” 


The European Union: 

Model for Global Tyranny? 

The passing of a referendum to withdraw 
the United Kingdom from the European 
Union (EU) was a tremendous blow to the 
aspirations of those desirous of a global 
government. While the EU is presently 
just a European thing, a discussion of 
the drive for world government should 
include some reflections on this “super- 
state,” with its tentacles reaching far be- 
yond trade, which was the EU’s initial 
stated reason for being. (One might recall 
that the fictional “Empire” in the Star 
Wars movies began with a supposedly be- 
nign “trade agreement.”’) 

Today, the EU operates much like we 
would expect a global government to func- 
tion. As William F. Jasper wrote in Global 
Tyranny, Step by Step, “Citizens of the EC 
(the previous name of the EU) countries 
are finding their lives and livelihoods 
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Globalists’ first significant reversal: The decision by the people of the United Kingdom to leave 
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the EU — Brexit — was a huge blow to the globalists’ plan to create regional superstates, with 
the eventual merger of them all into a world government controlled by globalist elites. 


increasingly controlled by Eurocrats in 
Brussels, even as national governments 
find their sovereign rights sacrificed under 
such deliberately vague and ambiguous 
rubrics as ‘cooperation,’ ‘union,’ ‘integra- 
tion,’ and the like.” 

The EU is hostile to the Christian faith, 
which once dominated the culture of the 
continent so much that the region was re- 
ferred to as Christendom. In 2004, Rocco 
Buttiglione, a professor of political sci- 
ence, was nominated from Italy to serve 
as a justice commissioner in the EU. But 
during a hearing before the EU’s Commit- 
tee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home 
Affairs, Buttiglione, a devout Roman 
Catholic, admitted that he believed homo- 
sexuality was a sin. Although he assured 
the committee that his personal opinion 
did not mean that he favored discrimina- 
tion against homosexuals, his opinion was 
seen as “hate speech,” causing his nomina- 
tion to be rejected. 

Buttiglione later commented, “The 
new soft totalitarianism that is advanc- 
ing on the Left wants us to have a state 
religion. It is an atheist, nihilistic religion 
— but it is a religion that is obligatory 
for all.” In the United States, it is a con- 
stitutionally protected right that a person 
cannot be kept from public office simply 
for one’s religion (the “no religious test 
clause”), but in the EU such protections 
do not exist — and would not likely exist 
in a world government. Even in the United 
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States now, while nominally true, Senator 
Bernie Sanders actually voted against a 
man’s confirmation just because of the 
man’s opinion that one must believe in 
Jesus Christ for salvation. 

Buttiglione’s assertion that the EU has a 
non-Christian state religion appears to be 
true. In fact, as Jasper notes in his book, 
the Council of Europe has even used fa- 
mous 16th-century Dutch painter Pieter 
Brueghel’s “The Tower of Babel” painting 
on posters and in literature to symbolize its 
efforts to build the European superstate. 
Those familiar with the biblical story in 
Genesis know that the Tower of Babel was 
an effort by the inhabitants of the Earth to 
join together and exalt themselves, essen- 
tially creating their own “world” govern- 
ment — in defiance of God. It is interest- 
ing that the Council of Europe would use 
such an image. 

The EU can be viewed not only as a 
model for world government, but also 
as a transitional phase to world govern- 
ment. Hilaire du Berrier wrote in 1973 
that globalists “saw the Common Market 
[the forerunner of the EU] from the first 
as a regional government to which more 
and more nations would be added until 
the world government which the UN had 
failed to bring about would be realized.” 
Other regional governments, such as one 
for the United States, Canada, and Mexico 
(a North American Union), could eventu- 
ally be merged together into one global 
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regime. It would be, as world government 
advocate Richard Gardner said many 
years ago, “an end run around national 
sovereignty, eroding it piece by piece.” 
In the EU, member nations have already 
lost control over their own borders, as im- 
migration is controlled by the bureaucrats 
in Brussels. More and more decisions that 
formerly were made by national govern- 
ments are being made by the government 
of the EU. And that EU government is in- 
creasingly insulated from the will of the 
average man and woman in Europe. 


You Can’t Fight City Hall 

Frustrated citizens often complain that 
they seem to have little influence on 
what the city government does. We have 
all heard the comment, “You can’t fight 
city hall.” In reality, a citizen can have 
a rather large amount of impact on what 
happens in his own city. His city council 
member and mayor live in the same town. 
They can usually be contacted — often in 
person. But as government becomes more 
removed from this personal contact, it 
becomes increasingly unconcerned as to 
what its citizens think. 

Federal bureaucrats are certainly not 
as responsive to citizens as city council 
members. After all, they do not have to 
stand for election, and it is unlikely that 
an American citizen is going to show up 
on their doorstep to complain about a bu- 
reaucrat’s decision. Among the complaints 
of many Brits, who did not like the EU, 
was that the Brussels bureaucrats make 
decisions without regard to public opin- 
ion. This problem would be much worse 
under a world government. 

In National Socialist Germany, one of 
the first things Adolf Hitler did after seiz- 
ing power was to destroy the autonomy 
of the historic states of Germany. General 
police power was turned over to the cen- 
tral government and the Gestapo. The term 
Gestapo certainly does not evoke a warm 
feeling with many people today. We can 
only imagine what a world police force 
would be like, so far removed from the 
influence of the people. 

In 1961, the State Department of Presi- 
dent John F. Kennedy issued State De- 
partment Document 7277, promoting the 
idea of dismantling the armed forces of 
the United States and turning all military 
powers over to the United Nations. In a 
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document entitled Program for General 
and Complete Disarmament in a Peace- 
ful World, the Kennedy State Department 
called for “complete disarmament” of all 
nations of the world, including the United 
States, which could “only be achieved 
though the progressive strengthening of 
international institutions under the United 
Nations and by creating a United Nations 
Peace Force to enforce the peace as the 
disarmament process proceeds.” 

The ultimate goal of the proposal was 
the “disbanding of all national armed forc- 
es and the prohibition of their reestablish- 
ment in any form whatsoever other than 
those required to preserve internal order 
and for contributions to a United Nations 
Peace Force.” 

Once this was accomplished, no nation 
could then resist the power of the world 
government. Even now, little can be done 
to right wrongs. For example, we have 
witnessed multiple atrocities such as rapes 
and murders by UN “peacekeepers,” and 
punishments have not been meted out. 

The creation of a world government 
would necessarily mean the abolition of 
the United States — at least in any mean- 
ingful sense. World government might 
continue to have national governments as 
administrative units, much like counties in 
American states. Ultimate control, howev- 
er, would reside in the hands of the global 


government — a global government with- 
out the checks and balances, separation of 
powers, and respect for limited govern- 
ment we now enjoy in the United States. 
The global government would have a mo- 
nopoly on military weaponry. 

In the Declaration of Independence, Jef- 
ferson wrote that a government’s just pow- 
ers come from the consent of the governed. 
And what are just powers of government? 
They are the powers to secure the unalien- 
able rights of its citizens — “that among 
these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness.” Any powers that governments 
grasp beyond just powers are, by definition, 
unjust. This concept is not recognized in 
most of the rest of the world, and it is high- 
ly unlikely that foreigners would suddenly 
adopt such a belief with the creation of a 
world government. They also do not accept 
the idea that rights come from God — not 
government — a major concept found in 
the Declaration of Independence. 

On the contrary, much of the rest of the 
world (and far too many in our own coun- 
try) think of the “right to healthcare” more 
than they think of the right to free speech, 
or the freedom to practice one’s own reli- 
gion. Under a world government, our pre- 
cious Bill of Rights would be no more. In 
the United States, we can hope to maintain 
our right to “keep and bear arms.” That 
would no longer be an issue in a global 
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Continent-wide peace at all costs? Europeans are now constantly told they need regionalism 
to provide peace. Yet had Europe valued “peace” over liberty and the sovereignty of individual 
nations, they could have simply allowed the Nazis to implement Hitler’s New Order. 
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government, as such a right is not recog- 
nized now on most of the rest of the planet. 
Once America became submerged into a 
world government, the confiscation of all 
private weapons would follow quickly. The 
National Rifle Association and the Gun 
Owners of America might have some clout 
in this country, but their impact in a world 
government would be little to none. 


Green Is the New Red 

International socialism has long been as- 
sociated with various shades of the color 
red — with “democratic” socialists known 
as “pinks,” while hard-core communists 
are “reds.” But another color that is asso- 
ciated with globalism is “green,” as with 
the environmental movement. 

The globalist Aspen Institute published 
The Third Try at World Order, by Har- 
lan Cleveland, in 1976. As Jasper wrote 
in Global Tyranny, Step by Step, “In that 
book, Cleveland, a former Assistant Sec- 
retary of State and U.S. Ambassador to 
NATO, lamented that the first try at ‘world 
order’ collapsed with the failure to secure 
U.S. entry into the League of Nations and 
the second failure resulted from a United 
Nations that was not invested with suf- 
ficient authority and power to enact and 
enforce world law.” 

The “third try” would come more 
indirectly, through issues that require 
global “solutions,” such as environmen- 
talism, population control, and nuclear 
proliferation. 

The globalists realize that world govern- 
ment simply cannot be achieved without 
persuading enough people that it is a ne- 
cessity to deal with supposed problems that 
cannot be solved by national governments. 
That is why such frightening scenarios as 
global warming and nuclear proliferation 
are pushed so hard in the compliant media, 
academia, and popular culture. The late 
UCLA professor and writer Norman Cous- 
ins was a staunch advocate of one-world 
government, and it is not surprising that he 
and other champions of that goal latched 
onto environmentalism as early as the first 
“Earth Day” on April 22, 1970. “Human- 
ity needs a world order,” Cousins said on 
that first Earth Day. “The fully sovereign 
nation is incapable of dealing with the poi- 
soning of the environment.... The manage- 
ment of the planet, therefore — whether we 
are talking about the need to prevent war 
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or the need to prevent ultimate damage to 
the conditions of life — requires a world 
government.” 

As is the case with government-run 
healthcare, environmentalists see the need 
to control people’s lifestyles. Every “solu- 
tion” put forth by those on the Left always 
involves more power for government and 
less liberty for the individual citizen. And 
in the case of environmental “scares” such 
as global warming, since it is a suppos- 
edly “global problem,” it requires a global 
solution. 

And that “solution” fits nicely with 
world government. 

Once Americans surrender their national 
independence to a global government, they 
can expect to have their standard of living 
reduced by global fiat — smaller houses, 
smaller cars (and more “public” transpor- 
tation — it is easier to control a population 
that way), greater control over business ac- 
tivity, and the like. Why should we expect 
this? Because the advocates of such radical 
environmentalist schemes as “sustainabil- 
ity” and socialistic economies are almost 
always supporters of “international” solu- 
tions in all of these areas. We will lose the 
Constitution and the Declaration — and our 
cherished belief that rights come from God, 
not government, since UN instruments are 
based on the contrary concept that “rights” 
are something bestowed by government, 
and can be regulated by government. And 
that government will be immensely bigger 


because of all the socialist schemes it would 
impose. It does not take a rocket scientist to 
conclude that this concentration of power 
will result in not only the loss of political 
freedom, but the loss of economic freedom 
as well, with the predictable lowering of 
our standard of living. 

While we still have our national sover- 
eignty, we can go to the polls and vote out 
these radical environmentalists and their 
totalitarian schemes that are supposedly 
designed to “save the planet.” But once we 
“go global,” then Americans will get out- 
voted by the rest of the world, who will 
have no problem with “solutions” that in- 
volve the transfer of the wealth of Ameri- 
can citizens to other parts of the world. 


Government Has a Tendency to Grow 

Some, however, argue, “Well, but what if 
we could construct a world government on 
the lines of what we have in the United 
States, with separation of powers, checks 
and balances, respect for individual rights, 
limited government, and respect for the 
free market, with a Constitution to guaran- 
tee all of this?” The problem is two-fold: 
Any world government would start off by 
scrapping those very ideas of liberty we 
hold dear. And even if we could resurrect 
James Madison to write a constitution “for 
the world,” we know that it would not re- 
main a limited government for very long. 
After all, to the one-worlder, the point 
of world government is a more powerful 
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Green screen: Former Vice President Al Gore and many other environmentalists seek globalist 
agreements to implement international controls over individuals and business. Their agenda is a 
driving force in getting nations to surrender their sovereignty to a world government. 
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government than that which we now have 
in the United States. 

Frank Chodorov, the editor of The Free- 
man, understood this very well. In 1955, 
he wrote, “This tendency of government 
to expand upon its power and its preroga- 
tives is inherent in it simply because it is 
composed of men.... Therefore, the con- 
cern of society, particularly in the last few 
centuries, has been to find some way to 
keep government within bounds. Thus 
came constitutionalism. Thus came the 
idea that to safeguard freedom — from 
government, of course — it is necessary 
to keep government small, so that it can be 
subject to constant surveillance, and poor, 
so that it cannot get out of hand.” 

French philosopher Baron de Montes- 
quieu said that republics cannot exist over 
a large area of land. Our Founders tried to 
get around this problem by creating a fed- 
eral system of government, leaving most 
issues in the hands of the states and their 
local communities. But the elitists who want 
world government do not believe in real di- 
versity of thought. As the aforementioned 
Jeff Deist wrote for the Mises Institute, “The 
fundamental problem with universalism is 
that so few things really are widely agreed 
upon. Universalists exhibit a special kind of 
hubris, one that smacks of neo-colonialism: 
the insistence that others must believe as we 
do, if only we show them the obvious supe- 
riority of our thinking.” 

In a way, globalism is simply a souped- 
up version of the old “White Man’s Bur- 
den.” In the days of imperialism, it was 
thought that the “backward peoples” of the 
world needed the paternalistic hand of the 
Westerner. Under world government, the 
cultures of the world can be changed to 
suit the elitists in power — or so they hope. 

Globalists argue that world government 
would mean world peace, ignoring the 
fact that a government powerful enough to 
enforce world peace is powerful enough 
to impose global tyranny. But if the ab- 
sence of war is all that we are striving for, 
then the British should have simply sur- 
rendered to Hitler in 1940. After all, living 
under the Nazis was “peace.” For some, it 
was the “peace of the grave.” 

In summary, world government would 
mean less freedom and a lower standard of 
living — except for the global elites who 
are fighting to achieve their control over 
the entire globe. 
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NIXON'S POPULIST PATH 


Though President Richard Nixon exuded conservatism, he was really a populist president. 
He got the conservative votes, and in return he gave his constituents the cold shoulder. 
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Nixon’s White House Wars: The Battles 
That Made and Broke a President and 
Divided America Forever, by Patrick 
J. Buchanan, New York: Crown Forum, 
2017, 436 pages, hardcover. 


G "T he conservatives get the 
rhetoric, and we get the ac- 
tion,” Senator Hugh Scott, 

the Republican minority leader, said 
in 1969. The liberal Republican was 
pleased that the presidential adminis- 
tration of Richard Nixon was giving 
the “action” to the liberals, despite the 
staunch conservative rhetoric emanating 
from the White House. 

That “rhetoric” was mostly the work 
of Nixon’s conservative senior advi- 
sor Pat Buchanan, who had been with 
Nixon since 1965, when the former vice 
president had begun his amazing politi- 
cal comeback (those years have been ex- 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


pertly documented in Buchanan’s previ- 
ous book The Greatest Comeback). In 
this delicious read, Buchanan reveals a 
different perspective on the Nixon presi- 
dency than we have heard before, from a 
man who was there. The major challenge 
with reviewing Buchanan’s well-crafted 
book is that it contains so much meat that 
I can only feed the reader a small por- 
tion of it. 

It was Pat Buchanan who created 
many of the words so strongly associated 
with Nixon’s presidential years, such as 
the New Federalism, the Southern Strat- 
egy, the Silent Majority, and Strict Con- 
structionist. Additionally, Buchanan’s 
speeches written for Vice President Spiro 
Agnew, and delivered almost verbatim 
(such as calling the liberal press corps an 
“effete corps of impudent snobs”), made 
Agnew the odds-on favorite for the 1976 
nomination, until his resignation in 1973 
after it was revealed that he had taken 
bribes while governor of Maryland. 

Buchanan retains an affection for 
Nixon, but he makes it clear that Nixon 
was “no Goldwater, no small-government, 
anti-New Deal libertarian conservative.” 
Buchanan notes that Nixon often referred 
to conservatives as “they.” When someone 
complained to Nixon aide John Ehrlich- 
man about Nixon’s support of the Family 
Assistance Plan as a “welfare program” 
that was “antithetical to Nixon’s basic 
philosophy,” Ehrlichman bluntly replied, 
“Don’t you realize the President doesn’t 
have a philosophy?” 

Buchanan wrote that Nixon was often 
annoyed by the “constant right-wing 
bitching.” But Nixon greatly respected 
that “right wing.” Buchanan explained 
that Nixon believed it was the “Birchers 
and backers of Joe Shell in the California 
gubernatorial primary of 1962 [that] had 
wounded Nixon by denouncing him as an 
‘insider,’ a member of the Council on For- 
eign Relations, setting him up for the kill 
by Pat Brown.” Despite this, Nixon’s “all 


out” effort for Barry Goldwater in 1964, 
when much of the Republican “establish- 
ment” abandoned him, had created a vast 
reservoir of good will among conserva- 
tives when Nixon made his amazing po- 
litical comeback in 1968. 

Many Big Government programs — 
such as the Environmental Protection 
Agency — that still bedevil us today 
were created during Nixon’s presidency, 
with his blessing. (The EPA, in fact, was 
created by one of Nixon’s executive or- 
ders.) Yet the liberal establishment “dis- 
paraged and despised him for reasons I 
could not comprehend, given his centrist 
policies and even liberal policies,” Bu- 
chanan wrote. 

The Left did not like Nixon’s conser- 
vative rhetoric, especially involving the 
federal courts. Nixon said, “I consider 
my four appointments to the Supreme 
Court to have been among the most con- 
structive and far-reaching actions of my 
Presidency,” a statement with which Bu- 
chanan strongly differs — except for the 
appointment of William H. Rehnquist. “Of 
the seven votes for [Roe v. Wade], three — 
[Harry] Blackmun, [Warren] Burger, and 
Lewis Powell — were Nixon justices.” 
In fact, Buchanan has problems with the 
majority of the nominees of the past few 
Republican presidents. 

“Since 1968, Republican presidents 
have had twelve Supreme Court nominees 
confirmed.... Democratic presidents have 
had four nominees confirmed,” Buchanan 
wrote. “All four nominees of Democratic 
presidents in the last fifty years proved to 
be reliably liberal. Three nominees of the 
Republican presidents — Blackmun, Ste- 
vens, and Souter — joined the liberal bloc, 
and two, Sandra Day O’Connor and An- 
thony Kennedy, became swing votes who 
blocked the overturning of Roe v. Wade.” 

All in all, as Buchanan notes, Republi- 
can appointees had a dismal record, which 
includes Lawrence v. Texas (which started 
the ball rolling toward the national “legal- 
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ization” of same-sex “marriage’’). Yet a 
major part of the reason for the rejection 
of the Democrats in 1968 had been the in- 
famously liberal “Warren Court,” led by 
then-Chief Justice Earl Warren. Buchanan 
recalled that while he was an editorialist 
for the St. Louis Globe-Democrat in the 
early 1960s, “there were so many bill- 
boards in Alton, Illinois, Phyllis Schlafly’s 
hometown, calling for his removal that 
when kids in sixth grade were asked on 
their final exams to name the chief jus- 
tice, half the class gave Earl Warren’s first 
name as Impeach.” 

But that same Supreme Court’s de- 
cision to give its backing to abortion 
on demand remade American politics, 
Buchanan believes. “Roe had ignited a 
backlash that caused traditionalist Cath- 
olics to sever ties to a Democratic Party 
that had begun to embrace feminism and 
abortion on demand. It caused evangeli- 
cal Christian churches to become politi- 
cally active. A Moral Majority that united 
pro-life Catholics, Christians, and tradi- 
tionalists was formed.” The 22 percent of 
the Catholic vote Nixon had received in 
1960 “soared to 55 percent against 
[George] McGovern.” 

When Nixon took a majority of 
the Catholic vote against McGov- 
ern in 1972, on his way to a 49- 
state landslide and a popular vote 
margin of 18 million votes, some in 
the president’s political camp had 
almost messed it up, in Buchanan’s 
view, by trying to make the cam- 
paign about “isolationism,” tag- 
ging McGovern as an “isolationist” 
— the smear term of the globalist 
establishment against non-interven- 
tionists, despite the proud history of 
non-interventionism going back to 
George Washington, John Adams, 
and Thomas Jefferson. 

Buchanan told Nixon’s aide, Bob 
Haldeman, that such a strategy was 
a political loser: “I have a father who 
is a stronger Nixon supporter than 
Rose Woods, and he loves [Charles] 
Lindbergh, thinks Wilson was a 
posturing internationalist ass, and 
we had no business being in World 
War I or the League of Nations or 
the United Nations.” 

In addition to the lurch to the 
Left, the Democratic Party had 
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nominated a runningmate for McGovern, 
Senator Thomas Eagleton of Missouri, 
who was soon revealed to have been 
hospitalized, on multiple occasions, for 
mental problems — even having under- 
gone electric shock treatments. McGov- 
ern initially said he supported Eagleton 
“one thousand percent,” but soon capitu- 
lated, and dropped him from the ticket. 
(As an historical footnote, Eagleton is 
the last pro-life Democrat to occupy 
either spot on the national ticket of the 
Democratic Party.) 

Eagleton had known Buchanan from his 
time in Missouri, and a few weeks later, 
Buchanan received a call from him. He 
wanted to make sure that President Nixon 
saw a letter that his son had written in re- 
sponse to a note from Nixon. “President 
Nixon had written a private note to lift 
the boy’s spirits when his dad was going 
through his special hell.” 

Buchanan notes that despite the tough 
image of Nixon, “it was not uncommon 
for President Nixon to write personal 
notes or invite into the Oval Office for 
private meetings political foes who were 
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enduring personal torments, like the ones 
he himself had often endured in his ca- 
reer.” 

Throughout the book, Buchanan is 
not shy in recalling multiple instances in 
which he disagreed with the more liberal 
members of the Nixon administration, 
even Nixon himself, but the closest he 
came to resigning in disgust came with the 
trip to Communist China in 1972. Noting 
the toasting that took place in Peking of a 
communist regime “with more blood on 
its hands than Stalin’s,” Buchanan said the 
thought crossed his mind, “Are we any dif- 
ferent than that American party that trav- 
eled to Yalta, where FDR and Churchill ... 
capitulated to Stalin’s demands for all of 
Eastern Europe?” 

After reading the communique negoti- 
ated by Henry Kissinger, in which Amer- 
ica had “cut loose a loyal ally [Chiang 
Kai-shek’s non-communist China on Tai- 
wan], Buchanan said, “I was angry, dis- 
gusted, and ashamed.” He had to wonder: 
“Why should our sons fight and die resist- 
ing Asian communists in Vietnam when 
Nixon and Kissinger are toasting the most 
malodorous and murderous of Asian 
communists in Peking?” 

In the end, Buchanan opted not 
to resign, concluding he could do 
more good for the cause remaining 
in the administration. 

The book is especially enlight- 
ening in his coverage of two of 
the most contentious aspects of the 
Nixon White House years: Vietnam 
and Watergate. 

Buchanan is particularly scathing 
in his denunciations of the Demo- 
crats who had favored the war when 
their presidents were in the White 
House, but suddenly became anti- 
war when a Republican, Nixon, 
occupied the post as commander- 
in-chief: “These same ‘thoughtful 
men’ had backed JFK and LBJ as 
they led us into Vietnam. But when 
Nixon inherited the war and be- 
came the nation’s leader, they had 
moved over into the peace camp to 
join their children and began to call 
Vietnam ‘Nixon’s war.” 

After reading this book, the read- 
er will know a whole lot more about 
the Nixon years, and I highly recom- 
mend it. Mi 
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Officer With 
a Heart of Gold 


The actions of a kind police officer in 
Atlanta, Georgia, are not likely to be 
forgotten by the Staples family anytime 
soon. 

Officer Che Milton was called to a 
local Family Dollar store in February to 
apprehend a 12-year-old girl who had been 
caught attempting to steal $2 shoes. Mil- 
ton confronted the young girl and asked 
her why she was stealing the shoes, and 
was saddened by her story. She explained 
that she was stealing the shoes for her 
younger sister because her parents could 
not afford the shoes. 

Instead of charging the girl with a mis- 
demeanor, the officer instead offered to 
give her a ride home and meet her fam- 
ily. In his meeting with the family, Officer 
Milton learned that the family had four 
children, and though the father was work- 
ing, the family was struggling to keep up 
with its finances. 

CNN reported that the home was “bereft 
of furniture” and that sheets were strewn 
on the floor in place of beds. 

“IT saw the conditions. There was 
no food in the house and the kids were 
there,” Milton told CNN. Officer Milton 
bought the family four pizzas and drinks 
for dinner. 

Officer Milton hoped that his good 
deed would remain private, but the At- 
lanta Police Department was far too 
proud of Milton not to share it on Face- 
book. “The way that Officer Milton han- 
dled this incident showed that not only is 
he here to enforce the law but also to go 
the extra mile and be a bigger part of the 
community he is policing,” the depart- 
ment told CNN. 

The story became so popular that the 
department’s Facebook page proved to 
be an ideal forum to start up a collection 
for the Staples family. The page lists the 
sizes for the four children, as well as for 
the mother. It also indicates which items 
the family needs most, such as blankets 
and clothing. 

CNN reported that months later, Officer 
Milton still stops to check in on the Staples 
family and drop off diapers. 
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THE GOODNESS OF AMERICA 


Comic Books Galore 


Ten-year-old Carl Scheckel of Mont- 
clair, New Jersey, figured everyone must 
love comic books as much as he does, 
so he started a program to send comic 
books to military members and veterans. 
In just the month of April, Scheckel do- 
nated approximately 3,000 comic books 
to Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst in 
New Jersey. 

The idea of donating comic books first 
came to Carl when a subscriber to Carl’s 
comic book reviews website asked wheth- 
er he considered donating comic books to 
veterans in hospitals. “I thought, ‘That 
would be a good idea, because I want peo- 
ple to enjoy comics like I do,’” he recalled 
on his comic book blog. 

He set aside some of his most-prized 
comics from his enormous collection, as 
well as comics donated at comic book 
shows. Before long, he had so many com- 
ics that he didn’t know what to do with 
them all. He decided that in addition to 
donating comics to veterans in hospitals, 
he would also donate them to military 
members overseas. 

In an interview on his website, Carl ex- 
plained that he simply wanted to do a good 
deed for the troops. He intends to continue 
the program. 

When word spread of Carl’s comic 
book program, comic book aficionados 
and dealers reached out from all over to 
ask how they could help and to provide 
donations from their own collections. 

ABC News reported that Master Ser- 
geant Dominick Griego, the NCO in 
charge of the base’s Military and Family 
Support Center, said that the comics are 
shipped globally to numerous deployed 
locations, along with a flier encourag- 
ing military members to snap a photo 
of themselves with the comics to send 
to Carl. 

Carl’s contribution to the troops has 
been very much appreciated, and as a way 
to show their gratitude, military officials 
at Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 
treated Carl to a VIP tour of the base, the 
Military Times reported. Carl was able to 
see and even sit in some military planes. 

Carl described the experience as the 
“best day of my life” on his website. 


Wedding-turned-volunteer- 
appreciation Event 


For a bride-to-be, it is devastating to 
come to the conclusion that the wedding 
will not go on, even if it’s because she 
has decided that the groom-to-be is not 
the one for her. But Jenna Yorkovich of 
Minneapolis, Minnesota, turned what 
could have been a very somber deci- 
sion into one that had a very positive 
outcome. 

Yorkovich was scheduled to be mar- 
ried on May 12, but six weeks before the 
big day, she decided that she would not 
move forward with her wedding. She de- 
cided she would donate the reception to 
the volunteers and families at the Ronald 
McDonald House, which serves families 
who have children getting treatment in 
an intensive care unit. “I decided that 
even though I had just made one of the 
hardest decisions in my life, that there 
was no reason to sit around and be sad 
forever, but rather to turn one love story 
into another,” Yorkovich, 23, told the 
Star Tribune. 

According to local news outlet 
WCCO, the Ronald McDonald House 
has a special place in Yorkovich’s heart 
since she works at Children’s Hospital 
in Minneapolis and has had the wonder- 
ful opportunity to see firsthand the im- 
pact that the Ronald McDonald House 
has on the families who need it. “I see 
on a daily basis how incredible [Ron- 
ald McDonald House] is for so many 
families with children in the hospital,” 
said Yorkovich. “It just so happened to 
be volunteer appreciation week when I 
called so it seemed to be a meant-to-be 
circumstance.” 

Over 150 people were in attendance at 
the wedding reception-turned-volunteer- 
appreciation event that evening. Jenna 
and her family were also there so that she 
had the opportunity to see the joy her good 
deed brought to others. 

“Tt was just making the best of the situ- 
ation I was in. Looking at the positives 
and knowing I could help a bunch of other 
people and show the support to them,” 
said Jenna. 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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William Jennings Bryan: He Really Tried to Keep Us Out of War 


Popular myth says that President Woodrow Wilson kept America out of WWI as long as 
possible, when in fact he continually sided with the Allies, against the advice of Bryan. 
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by Steve Byas 


hen Woodrow Wilson ran for re- 
election in 1916, the Democratic 
National Convention offered up 


a keynote speech that praised the president 
as the man who “kept us out of war.” This 
may have provided the narrow margin of 
victory for Wilson that fall, as notable Re- 
publican leaders such as former President 
Theodore Roosevelt were pounding the 
war drums. Americans who did not want 
to get involved in the Great War in Europe 
no doubt cast their vote for Wilson. 

But in less than six months, Wilson 
would ask Congress to declare war on 
Germany. 

As we shall see, while Wilson had been 
moving the country toward war for more 
than two years, making the campaign slo- 
gan highly duplicitous, the man who had 
been his secretary of state, William Jen- 
nings Bryan, made heroic efforts to keep 
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us out of the European conflict. Bryan ar- 
gued, “The world would enter a dark and 
dangerous era if the conflict didn’t end 
soon,” and he feared the longer the war 
lasted, the more likely the United States 
would find itself in it. 

As Bryan predicted, the consequences 
of World War I were immense. Totalitarian 
governments came to power in Italy, Ger- 
many, and Russia. With the fall of the Ot- 
toman Empire, radical forms of Islam were 
unleashed. Millions of people, both soldiers 
and civilians, perished. Governments grew 
in size and scope, and liberty contracted. 
Horrific economic consequences resulted, 
including Germany’s hyperinflation and 
the great damage done to the monetary 
systems of the other involved nations, in- 
cluding the United States. 

Bryan ultimately failed to keep America 
out of the European war, but his public op- 
position probably delayed the nation’s entry 
until after Wilson had been safely reelected. 


Bryan burst on the national political 
scene as the Democratic nominee for 
president in 1896, the youngest person 
ever nominated — he was just 36 years 
old. Known as the “silver-tongued orator,” 
he drew large crowds whenever he spoke, 
whether he was running for president, or 
just speaking on the Chautauqua lecture 
circuit. (He received $250 per speech, a 
considerable sum at the time.) One Re- 
publican confessed that had radio existed 
in 1896, he probably would have been 
elected. He ran for president a total of 
three times, and although he did not win, 
he amassed a large and devoted following. 

G. J. Meyer, in his book The World Re- 
made: America in World War I, observed 
that Bryan was willing to destroy his own 
political career if that would keep Amer- 
ica out of the war. A man of principle, he 
had opposed the takeover of the Philip- 
pines following the Spanish-American 
War as contrary to American ideals. In 
1900, Bryan said he understood why the 
Filipinos hated foreign domination, citing 
Patrick Henry’s famous words, “Give me 
liberty or give me death.” He believed the 
conquest of the islands contradicted the 
words of Thomas Jefferson in the Dec- 
laration of Independence, saying, “But if 
it were possible to obliterate every word 
written or spoken in defense of the prin- 
ciples set forth in the Declaration of In- 
dependence, a war of conquest would still 
leave its legacy of perpetual hatred, for 
it was God Himself who placed in every 
human heart the love of liberty.” 

When Democrat Woodrow Wilson won 
the 1912 presidential election, it is likely 
that the heart of the average Democrat was 
still with Bryan. At Wilson’s inauguration, 
Bryan was embarrassed when many in the 
crowd began chanting, “Bryan, Bryan, 
Bryan, we want a speech from Bryan.” 

No doubt in recognition of Bryan’s pop- 
ularity within the core of the Democratic 
Party, Wilson named him as secretary of 
state. Without World War I, this position 
would have still carried great prestige, but 
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with the war, it afforded Bryan 
the opportunity to fight to keep 
his country out of war. 

When war did break out 
in Europe in the summer of 
1914, only a tiny percentage 
of Americans gave it much 
thought. After all, there had 
been wars and rumors of wars 
in Europe for centuries, but 
almost no one publicly ex- 
pressed the viewpoint that the 
United States needed to get in- 
volved in this one — at least 
not at first. 

Bryan moved quickly to 
make sure his country did not 
get involved in this war, either. 
His clout was greatest while 
keeping the United States out 
in the first few weeks of the 
war. Wilson’s first wife died 
on August 6, and he left D.C. 
for several days to mourn. 
During this time, Bryan 
blocked J.P. Morgan and 
Company from loaning mil- 
lions of dollars to France and 
Great Britain. The French had 
asked for a $100 million loan, 
but Bryan believed such was 
inconsistent with the neutral- 
ity policy he believed Wilson 
would support. 

“We are the one great nation which is 
not involved and refusal to loan to any bel- 
ligerent would naturally tend to hasten a 
conclusion of the war,” Bryan explained. 
“Money is the worst kind of all contra- 
bands because it commands everything 
else. I know of nothing that would do 
more to prevent war than an international 
agreement that ... neutral nations would 
not loan to belligerents.” 

Unfortunately, the Morgan banking 
house became the purchasing agent in 
America for both Britain and France, and 
would eventually win a change in the 
no-loan policy. While Bryan continued 
to oppose loans or credits to the warring 
powers because he feared it would suck 
the United States into the war, Wilson had 
been a close associate of Morgan for years, 
and proved much more open to the idea of 
loans to the English and the French. And 
as Judge Andrew Napolitano noted in his 
book Theodore and Woodrow, “Wilson’s 
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Words and actions: President Woodrow Wilson ran for reelection on 
the slogan “He kept us out of war,” but once he won a second term, 

he quickly asked Congress to declare war on Germany and Austria- 
Hungary. Wilson assured the American people that this would be the 
“war to end all wars,” and would make the world “safe for democracy.” 
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acts were quite contrary to the neutral 
stance he took in public.” 

Bryan’s neutrality, however, was sin- 
cere. Fearing the consequences of a pro- 
tracted conflict, wrote Louis Koenig in 
Bryan: A Political Biography, “Bryan felt 
driven to take every step to bring the war 
to its earliest possible close.” He pushed 
Wilson to take the lead in being an hon- 
est mediator between the nations at war 
in Europe. 

But instead of sending Bryan to Europe, 
Wilson sent Colonel Edward Mandell 
House. House held no official post in the 
government, but his relationship with Wil- 
son was so close that he was known as the 
president’s “alter ego.” Bryan was under- 
standably upset, not just that he was passed 
over for this important assignment, but that 
House was, as Koenig explains, “an Anglo- 
phile, and his concern for peace would be 
subordinated to British self-interest.” 

“House was soon absorbing and ac- 
quiescing to the hostility of the British 


Cabinet to any talk of peace,” 
Koenig wrote. 

He was not the only person 
in the Wilson government to 
undermine Bryan’s efforts at 
neutrality. The U.S. ambas- 
sador to Britain, Walter Hines 
Page, despised Bryan and his 
peace efforts, openly siding 
with the British in what he 
called “English civilization” 
against what he termed “Prus- 
sian military aristocracy.” 

When bills were introduced 
in Congress to halt the export 
of arms to the belligerent na- 
tions, Bryan was supportive. 
He was particularly against the 
British practice of impound- 
ing ships bound for Germany 
and Austria, believing it was a 
violation of American sover- 
eignty. Bryan feared America 
was already “taking sides” in 
the war, and he believed strict 
neutrality would more likely 
keep us out of the war. When 
Bryan directed Page to take 
a hard line with the British 
Foreign Office, Meyer writes, 
Page ignored him. 

This led Bryan to send Sir 
Edward Grey (the British for- 
eign secretary) a direct message. He told 
Grey that Britain’s action “exceeds the 
manifest necessity of a belligerent and 
constitutes restrictions upon the rights 
of American citizens upon the high seas 
which are not justified by the rules of in- 
ternational law or required under the prin- 
ciple of self-preservation.” Grey ignored 
the warning from Bryan, apparently be- 
cause Page told him that Wilson did not 
share Bryan’s displeasure. Page told Grey, 
when handing him the document signed 
by Bryan, “I do not agree with it; let us 
consider how it should be answered.” 

Michael Kazin wrote in A Godly Hero: 
The Life of William Jennings Bryan that 
Wilson told several friends he wished 
Bryan would just quit. This was the major 
problem. Wilson’s government (except for 
Bryan) all favored the British, and it was 
Wilson himself who did the most to drive 
the non-neutral policy of his administra- 
tion (after all, he was the president, not 
House or Page). 
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The German army was very effective 
on both the western front (with Britain 
and France) and the eastern front (with 
Russia). But the British navy kept the 
Germans bottled up in the North Sea, 
using their naval superiority to place a 
crushing blockade on the country. Win- 
ston Churchill, the British first lord of the 
admiralty, bluntly explained its purpose: 
It was to “starve the whole population — 
men, women, and children, old and young, 
wounded and sound — into submission.” 

The German government soon faced 
rising discontent from its own people. 
Faced with such dire consequences, Ger- 
many began to use submarines to strike 
back at the powerful British navy. Germa- 
ny placed all the waters around Britain in 
a war zone, and proclaimed “unrestricted 
submarine warfare.” Bryan was concerned 
that the blockade on food to Germany 
would cause mass starvation. This British 
position was “without justifica- 
tion,” Bryan told Wilson. After 
consulting with German offi- 
cials, Bryan believed that they 
would be willing to “give as- 
surances that the food imported 
will not be taken by the govern- 
ment [of Germany].” Germany 
even offered that they would let 
American organizations distrib- 
ute the food directly to the civil- 
ian population. 

Bryan proposed that food be 
allowed to enter Germany in 
exchange for Germany’s cancel- 
lation of the war zone around 
Britain. Writing to Ambassador 
Page for the British government, 
Edward Grey totally rejected the 
proposal, insisting that starving 
the enemy civilian population 
was “a natural and legitimate 
method of bringing pressure to 
bear on an enemy country.” 

Wilson had no sympathy for 
the German position, even tell- 
ing them that he would hold them 
strictly accountable if any Ameri- 
cans died as a result of German 
submarines sinking British ships. 
He took the position that Ameri- 
can citizens had a right to travel 
on British ships. But it was not 
necessary for Americans to travel 
on British ships, and as Pat Bu- 
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Wilson's government (except for Bryan) all favored the British, and 
it was Wilson himself who did the most to drive the non-neutral 
policy of his administration (after all, he was the president, not 


House or Page). 


chanan wrote in A Republic, Not an Empire, 
“There was no major peril to American citi- 
zens from submarines, if they traveled on 
American ships.” 

An exasperated Bryan asked, “Why be 
shocked by the drowning ofa few people, 
if there is to be no objection to starving 
a nation?” 

But Wilson chose to further take Eng- 
land’s side and insisted that German subs 
follow the rules of “cruiser warfare.” As 
Buchanan explained, “These rules re- 
quired a submarine to surface and fire a 


Man of war: Colonel Edward M. House was perhaps more 
responsible than any single person, other than the president himself, 
for getting America into the Great War. While supposedly on a peace 
mission to Europe, House gave the British assurances that the 
United States was not neutral, and would intervene eventually. 


warning shot before a ship was searched. 
Such rules were utterly unworkable for 
submarines, which were small and flim- 
sy. A surfaced U-boat could be attacked, 
rammed, and sunk. Indeed, the British Ad- 
miralty had given orders to ram surfaced 
submarines and developed decoy mer- 
chant ships called ‘Q ships’ with hidden 
guns to lure U-boats to the surface, where 
they could be blasted out of the water.” 

Accordingly, Germany offered to follow 
the rules of cruiser warfare if the British 
would disarm their merchant ships. When 
the British refused, Wilson did 
not pressure them to do so. 

Bryan feared that Wilson’s 
insistence on Americans having 
a “right” to travel on belligerent 
ships would lead to American 
deaths on the ocean, and more 
American deaths in the resulting 
war. He argued that Americans 
who opted to travel on such 
ships were being “selfish,” be- 
cause they were putting not only 
their own lives in danger, but 
putting their fellow Americans 
at risk of involvement in the 
Great War. 

Finally, as was inevitable, the 
British passenger ship Falaba 
was sunk in St. George’s Chan- 
nel on March 28, 1915. One 
hundred and eleven passengers 
died, including one American, 
Leon Chester Thrasher. Robert 
Lansing, a high-ranking offi- 
cial in the State Department, 
argued that Germany be or- 
dered to punish the submarine 
commander, and pay damages. 
Bryan disagreed, telling Wilson 
that he should afford the Ger- 
mans the same right to ignore 
international law that he had 
given to the British. He also 
urged Wilson to make an ap- 
peal to all the nations at war to 
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consider peace terms, accept American 
mediation, and end what Bryan called 
the madness of the war. 

Bryan took the opportunity to press 
his argument to forbid U.S. citizens from 
ignoring the dangers of traveling on bel- 
ligerent ships, telling Wilson, “There is 
no more reason, why an American citizen 
should take the risk involved in going in 
one of these [belligerent] vessels than 
there is for taking the risks that are in- 
volved in going near the fighting on land.” 

Wilson rejected Bryan’s pleas, how- 
ever, adamantly insisting that Americans 
had a “right” to travel on belligerent ships. 
The German government took out ads in 
American newspapers on May 1, 1915, 
warning that any American who traveled 
on a British ship did so at his own risk. 

Despite this blunt warning, it was less 
than a week later when the British pas- 
senger liner Lusitania was sunk off the 
coast of Ireland, taking the lives of 128 
Americans. Upon hearing the terrible 
news, Bryan wondered to his wife if the 
ship was carrying ammunition. It turns 
out that it was — six million rounds of 
small-arms ammunition and 1,250 cases 
of shrapnel shells. Such information did 
not bother Republican Teddy Roosevelt, 
who called for an immediate declaration 
of war, condemning the German action as 
“an act of piracy.” But congressional lead- 
ers told Wilson that they would not give 
him a declaration of war. 

Wilson did decide to send a note to the 
Germans, and he solicited the opinions 
of his advisors as to its wording. Bryan 
gave Wilson an editorial in the Washington 
Post, which noted the presence of ammu- 
nition on the ship. The Post argued that 
the British use of civilians to protect a 
ship carrying weapons of war was “like 
putting women and children in front of the 
army.” Bryan agreed, and told Wilson that 
a belligerent note would give the Germans 
only two options — capitulate or create an 
open break with the United States. Bryan 
added, “A person would have to be very 
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Scandalous sinking: When 


the British passenger ship Lusitania was sunk by a torpedo from a 


German submarine, costing 128 American civilians their lives, the British were using the ship to 
transport war materiel. Despite the British duplicity and the fact that the Germans took out ads in 
American newspapers warning Americans not travel on British ships, Wilson placed all the blame 
for the incident upon the Germans. This led Bryan to resign as secretary of state. 


much biased in favor of the allies, to in- 
sist that ammunition intended for one of 
the belligerents should be safe-guarded in 
transit by the lives of American citizens.” 

Vice President Thomas Marshall 
agreed with Bryan’s more conciliatory 
response, contending, “When a person 
boarded an English vessel he was virtu- 
ally on English soil and must expect to 
stand the consequences.” 

Robert Lansing, officially Bryan’s 
subordinate at the State Department, dis- 
agreed. He wanted Wilson to demand an 
apology, an indemnity, and a promise to 
protect the lives of American citizens. And 
if Germany refused these demands, he 
recommended the severing of diplomatic 
relations. 

Colonel House, who was in London, 
cabled that the president should tell the 
Germans that any more such attacks 
would result in war with America. House 
even told Wilson, “Our intervention will 
save rather than increase the loss of life. 
America has come to the parting of the 
ways, when she must determine whether 


Bryan did continue to work against American entry into the war. 


His position won him admiration by many, but fierce opposition as 
well. Journalist Henry Watterson said that “men have been shot and 


beheaded, even hanged, drawn and quartered, for treason less heinous.” 
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she stands for civilized or uncivilized war- 
fare.” He then added, “We can no longer 
remain neutral spectators.” Clearly, House 
was not a neutral spectator, and it is doubt- 
ful he had ever been one. 

Wilson finally sent a note to Germany, 
insisting Americans had an “indispens- 
able” right to sail on the oceans in the 
ships of any nation — whether those na- 
tions were at war or peace. He demanded 
Germany pay reparations. Bryan reluc- 
tantly signed the document, telling Wil- 
son that he did so “with a heavy heart.” 
Wilson rejected Bryan’s suggestion that he 
call upon American citizens to avoid travel 
on belligerent ships, saying that such an 
idea was “both weak and futile.” 

Germany did not want war with the 
United States, and answered with what 
they called a preliminary note, with a more 
conclusive one later. 

Bryan was distraught, fearing war was 
imminent. He met with the envoy of Aus- 
tria-Hungary, and sent a cable to the Amer- 
ican embassy in Germany. After almost 
a month, Germany gave a more detailed 
response to the Wilson message, arguing 
that their submarine had acted “in self- 
defense” when it destroyed a ship carry- 
ing “ammunition destined for the enemy.” 
They expressed regret for the loss of civil- 
ian life, but said their subs would continue 
to attack British ships in the Atlantic. 

At a June 1, 1915 Cabinet meeting, 
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Bryan was quiet until an objection was 
raised to the suggestion that a protest be 
sent to the British for interfering “with our 
trade.” Bryan angrily charged that those 
who opposed blaming the British for any- 
thing had always taken the side of the Al- 
lies. Wilson chastised Bryan, saying that 
Bryan’s remarks were unfair and unjust, 
adding that he should not be shifting the 
subject away from the German atrocity. 

Finally, Bryan met with Wilson on 
June 7, and told the president that he 
had treated House as the real secretary 
of state. “I have never had your full con- 
fidence.” The next day, Wilson received 
Bryan’s letter of resignation. 

At a final lunch with some members of 
the Cabinet (Wilson being absent), Bryan 
said, “I believe I can do more on the out- 
side to prevent war than I can on the inside. 
I can work to control popular opinion so 
that it will not exert pressure for extreme 
action.” After Interior Secretary Franklin 
Lane told Bryan, “You are the most real 
Christian that I know,” Bryan responded, 
“T go out into the dark. The president has 
the prestige and the power on his side.” 

Indeed, Bryan did continue to work 
against American entry into the war. His 
position won him admiration by many, but 
fierce opposition as well. Journalist Henry 
Watterson said that “men have been shot 
and beheaded, even hanged, drawn and 
quartered, for treason less heinous.” Wat- 
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terson added that Bryan was “disloyal by 
nature, inordinately selfish, avaricious, 
egotistical, without any sense of the true 
relations of life and duty, or decent regard 
for the fitness of things.” 

In London, Bryan’s old nemesis Walter 
Hines Page said that Bryan possessed “the 
yellow streak of a sheer fool.” Theodore 
Roosevelt said Bryan was “the most con- 
temptible figure we have ever had as sec- 
retary of state.” 

The New York World condemned Bryan 
as having “publicly betrayed” the presi- 
dent, while the Atlanta Constitution dis- 
missed him as a “public nuisance.” They 
added that they would no longer print any 
more of Bryan’s anti-war statements. 

Out of office, Bryan returned to giving 
public speeches and traveling the Chau- 
tauqua circuit. Retiring to Miami, he re- 
newed the Men’s Club at the Presbyterian 
Church, led a fundraising drive for the 
YMCA, and conducted a large, well-at- 
tended outdoor Bible class. 

He also continued to speak out against 
American entry into the European war. On 
July 8, he spoke to 100,000 people at the 
World’s Fair in San Francisco. At New 
York’s Carnegie Hall, he told an overflow 
crowd, “It is necessary for those who love 
peace to advocate it, so that the jingoes 
will not seem to represent the sentiment of 
the country.” Next came Madison Square 
Garden and another huge crowd. 
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Person of principle: After leaving the Wilson administration, Bryan returned to public speaking. 
He launched a highly popular Bible class in Miami, Florida, and spoke to large crowds all over 
the country, who came to hear his anti-war message. Bryan called what was going on in Europe 
“madness,” pleading with citizens and congressmen to stay out of the war. 
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His main argument was that Americans 
should stay out of war zones and off ships 
carrying contraband. He mocked the rea- 
soning of many that America should go 
to war to avenge the death of a hundred 
Americans in a ship sinking by sacrificing 
“a million more killed before we get out of 
it.” Specifically addressing the war in Eu- 
rope, Bryan said, “They are fighting over 
questions which do not affect our welfare 
or destiny.” 

But inside the Wilson White House, 
all voices favored war, and there was no 
longer a William Jennings Bryan to offer 
a contrary view. Although Wilson was 
reelected in 1916 on the slogan “He kept 
us out of war,” shortly after the election 
the Germans announced a return to “unre- 
stricted submarine warfare” that they had 
previously abandoned in order to avoid 
war with America. The British blockade 
was literally starving the German nation 
to death, and the Germans reasoned that 
they must take the chance of war with the 
United States by using the only weapon 
that could strike back at the British in the 
Atlantic — the submarine. 

Koenig wrote that as war seemed im- 
minent, Bryan issued “An Appeal for 
Peace to the American People,” outlining 
specific steps for avoiding a war: “Keep 
Americans off belligerent ships; postpone 
until after the war any question that can- 
not be settled now by peaceful means; 
refuse clearance to Americans and other 
neutral ships carrying passengers and con- 
traband; withdraw protection from Amer- 
ican citizens who travel as seamen with 
contraband on American or other neutral 
ships; keep all American vessels out of 
the danger zone.” He also visited multiple 
members of Congress to personally argue 
against a declaration of war. 

Bryan’s efforts to stop a declaration of 
war took a severe hit — perhaps a fatal 
blow — when the Wilson administration 
released the infamous Zimmermann Tele- 
gram in early 1917. 

Much has been said about the Zimmer- 
man Telegram tilting the scales toward 
war. The telegram was a message that 
Germany’s foreign minister, Arthur Zim- 
mermann, sent to his ambassador in Mex- 
ico City in early January. In it, Zimmer- 
mann directed his envoy to offer, should 
the United States declare war, an alliance 
with Mexico. In return for Mexico mak- 
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ing war upon the United States, Germany 
would give it “generous financial sup- 
port,” and help in recovering its lost terri- 
tories of Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona. 

The British intercepted the telegram 
and, after decoding it, informed Ambassa- 
dor Page. Page sent the message on to the 
United States in late February. The Wilson 
administration kept the telegram secret, 
waiting for an opportune time to release it 
for maximum effect. When it was released 
February 28, 1917, it naturally caused 
great indignation in the United States and 
agitation for war. 

Meyer asks the question, “But was the 
telegram as villainous as Congress and 
the newspapers proclaimed it to be? Did 
it make the case for war unanswerable?” 

Meyer answered his own question: “No 
answer is satisfactory that does not make 
note of the fact that an alliance of Germany 
and Mexico was not proposed until after an 
American declaration of war. To condemn 
this as an outrage is to deny nations the 
right to respond to direct and deadly threat 
by seeking allies.” (Emphasis added.) 

Wilson did ask for war on April 2, 1917, 
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but up until the very end, Bryan pleaded 
with Congress not to give him the war dec- 
laration, arguing that it would “mean the 
signing of the death warrant of thousands, 
even millions of your countrymen.” He rea- 
soned that “our land is not threatened with 
invasion, but that we are asked to go 3,000 
miles for a chance to fight.” He lamented, 
“God alone can save this republic [from 
the] horrors of the European slaughter.” 

Once war was declared, however, the 
silver tongue of Bryan went silent. He 
had failed to keep America out of the 
war. His successor at State, Robert Lan- 
sing, was ecstatic at the prospect of war, 
saying, “Things have turned out right 
and the days of anxiety and uncertain- 
ty are over.... It may take two or three 
years. It may even take five years. It may 
cost a million Americans; it may cost 
five million. However long it may take, 
however many men it costs we must go 
through it.” 

Historian Charles Tansill contended 
that had Wilson followed Bryan’s advice, 
instead of that offered by House, Page, 
and Lansing, America could have avoided 


the war, with all of its terrible effects. He 
wrote: “America finally entered the war 
because of serious difficulties with Ger- 
many arising out of submarine warfare.... 
If the president had taken any decisive ac- 
tion against the admission of armed British 
merchantmen into American harbors, and 
if he had warned American citizens of the 
dangers that attended passage on belliger- 
ent vessels, America might well have been 
spared the great sacrifice of 1917-1918.” 

And had the United States made it clear 
that we were never going to get into the 
conflict, it is widely understood that the 
two sides would have called it quits. The 
Germans had been asking for peace for 
months, and the British and the French 
would have had they not been hoping the 
United States would get involved. 

Tansill concluded it was a failure of 
Wilson to follow a course “dictated by 
American interests rather than Allied in- 
terests.” 

In other words, America should have 
followed the course championed by Wil- 
liam Jennings Bryan — the man who truly 
did try to keep us out of war. 
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Career Criminal Sneaks In 
Through the Doggie Door 


The Troy Daily News out of Troy, Ohio, 
reported on May 30 about a repeat of- 
fender who finally met his match. The in- 
cident occurred in West Milton when the 
suspect, 38-year-old David Fenner, alleg- 
edly entered a house through the doggie 
door. Police were called to the home by the 
homeowner shortly after 5:00 a.m., after 
he had shot Fenner. 

The homeowner, who had recently been 
burglarized, was prepared this time. He 
told police that he confronted Fenner in his 
home, and the two began struggling before 
the homeowner fired his handgun at Fenner. 
Fenner was shot in one hand and both legs. 

Police found the injured suspect at the 
scene and immediately radioed for an 
ambulance. Miami County Sheriff Dave 
Duchak told the Troy Daily News that 
the homeowner’s quick thinking and fast 
action were responsible for the burglary 
being averted. “All the credit goes to the 
homeowner for being vigilant and protect- 
ing his family.... However, I would not 
want anyone to have to go through what 
this family did.” Fenner was sent for treat- 
ment to a nearby medical facility and is 
expected to be arrested by Miami County 
deputies after his release from the hospital. 
Sheriff Duchak also explained that Fenner 
had a long criminal past, with charges sim- 
ilar to what he is currently facing. Along 
with arrests going back to the ’90s for bur- 
glary and a conviction that resulted in a 
six-year prison sentence, Fenner has been 
arrested for narcotics possession, assault, 
resisting arrest, and theft. “He is a career 
criminal and just needs to be put away for- 
ever,” Duchak said. Fenner is a suspect in 
a series of burglaries and thefts occurring 
in the area since March. 


Son to the Rescue 


KHOU.com out of Houston reported 
on May 29 about a home invasion that 
ended when a son came to the rescue of 
his parents. Investigators for the Harris 
County Sheriff’s Office told KHOU.com 
that they believe the suspect had already 
burglarized one house in northeast Harris 
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County that night before targeting another 
home in the area that was occupied by a 
family. The suspect allegedly invaded the 
house, armed with a shotgun and a pistol, 
and shoved the parents to the floor. Police 
say that the attacker then began violently 
beating the father in the head with the 
stock of his shotgun. Authorities believe 
the suspect stole the shotgun from the 
house that he had burglarized earlier that 
night. As the bloody assault was occur- 
ring, the man’s son was able to retrieve a 
firearm and shoot the suspect. Police were 
already in the area investigating the ear- 
lier burglary when they got the call. The 
wounded suspect was taken for treatment 
but was soon pronounced dead. The father 
was treated for a severe head injury but is 
expected to make a full recovery. 


Bringing a Taser 
to a Gun Fight 


CBS 5 reported out of Kingman, Arizona, 
about an intruder who used a Taser on his 
burglary victim. On Saturday, May 27, 
the unidentified suspect entered a house 
around 7:30 p.m. and grabbed some items 
in the house, making enough noise in the 
process to alert the homeowner, who in- 
vestigated the noise. 

The intruder Tased the homeowner 
multiple times, yet the homeowner was 
able to fire his gun at the intruder, mor- 
tally wounding him. Police were called to 
the scene, where they discovered the de- 
ceased suspect’s body. Authorities are still 
investigating, but it is not expected that the 
homeowner will face any charges. 


Self-defense and the Law 


The Methow Valley News reported on May 
25 about a public safety course given by 
the Okanogan County Sheriff’s Office in 
Washington State. The four-hour class 
was entitled “Self-Defense and the Law” 
and was given by the local sheriff’s of- 
fice, together with the county prosecutor. 
One-hundred-thirty-five people showed 
up for the course, which was instructed by 
Okanogan County Sheriff’s Deputy Mi- 
chael Blake. Deputy Blake had a lot of ad- 


EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


vice for the students on the topic of armed 
self-defense. “You’re there to stop them. 
And then you stop — don’t keep shoot- 
ing. Your ultimate goal is to be safe, not 
to hurt the person,” Blake told the class. 
Blake stressed the importance of situation- 
al awareness and knowing your surround- 
ings and who is around you so you don’t 
accidentally injure a loved one. “With a 
firearm comes a moral responsibility, be- 
cause the consequences are so extreme,” 
said Blake. 

Okanogan County Prosecutor Karl 
Sloan repeatedly warned the class that 
deadly force is only used when it’s rea- 
sonable under the circumstances. “You 
can’t use deadly force on a nonviolent 
trespasser — it’s not worth shooting to 
prevent someone from stealing a stereo,” 
Sloan said. 

Washington State Supreme Court Jus- 
tice Steven Gonzalez also spoke to the 
class about what the courtroom is like for 
people who have been involved in these 
types of shootings. “It’s a very different 
lens — you need to be cognizant that your 
actions will be scrutinized by people who 
weren’t there and who have all the time 
to scrutinize,” Gonzalez told the audience. 

“Courts have all the time in the world 
to pick it apart, and you just have that one 
moment,” Blake added. 

Methow Valley resident and student 
Robin Wheeler said her biggest takeaways 
from the course were “that all guns are al- 
ways loaded, all the time.... Don’t shoot 
at anything you’re not willing to destroy. 
And be aware of anything around your tar- 
get — and behind it.” 

The county began offering classes simi- 
lar to this over a decade ago even though 
offering these types of classes for free is 
unusual. Some of the classes even include 
hands-on practice with firearms. Okanogan 
County Sheriff Frank Rogers said that the 
sheriff’s office felt there was a need for 
this type of instruction, and the interest the 
classes generated has continued to grow, 
which Rogers views as a positive. “We 
wanted to do citizen classes.... If people 
want to own a gun, we wanted to teach 
them how to use it, and about the law,” 
Rogers told the Methow Valley News. @ 

— PATRICK KREY 


39 


Spread the ford 


Commi oes Lome 0 


american Wan Al 


Will Treveg’s Cocmemessape oo Electonn lotegrity Seccoed? © Fear World Government 


merical mer gai 


A EE 


SaaS 


Vnich 
x Should 
Ne Follow? 


VVEe 


Healthcare: Which 

Fix Should We Follow? 

A great healthcare debate was taking place 
even before the GOP released an ObamaCare 
replacement plan. We analyze the possible 
ways that America’s healthcare system could 
be altered, and tell which plan has the best 
chance of succeeding. (March 20, 2017, 48pp) 
TNA170320 


What on Earth Is Happening 

to Our Temperature? 

Trillions of dollars in government spending 
might hinge on whether or not the climate is 
indeed warming. The answer, however, depends 
on where the thermometers are placed. (April 3, 
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Junking Judicial Activism 

From judicial decisions ranging from Roe v. 
Wade to Trump's “travel ban; federal justices 
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the Constitution and U.S. laws with their own 
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From Russia With Love: 

Did Putin Put Trump in the White House? 
Hillary Clinton’s campaign claim that Russia 
hacked the election to aid Trump — a 
claim backed up by some members of the 
intelligence community — isn’t supported 
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Left-wing Journalists 
Remake Comey Testimony 
to Make Trump Look Bad 


ITEM: Reporting on former FBI Director 
James Comey’s June 8 testimony before 
the Senate Intelligence Committee, the 
New York Times ran an article that same 
day insinuating that after Comey’: testi- 
mony, charges of obstruction of justice 
against President Trump are in the offing. 
Under the headline “Comey Says Trump 
Tried to Derail Inquiry,”’ Matt Apuzzo and 
Emmarie Huettman wrote, “In testimony 
to the Senate Intelligence Committee, 
[Comey] provided an unflattering back 
story to his abrupt dismissal and raised 
the question of whether Mr. Trump had 
tried to obstruct justice.” 

ITEM: /n a separate article for June 8 en- 
titled “For Trump, the ‘Cloud’ Just Grew 
That Much Darker,” Peter Baker wrote in 
the New York Times, “Mr Comey also re- 
vealed that he had turned over memos of 
his conversations with Mr. Trump to that 
newly appointed special counsel, Robert 
S. Mueller II, suggesting that investiga- 
tors may now be looking into whether Mr. 
Trump obstructed justice by dismissing 
the F-B.1. director.” The article — slanted 
even by the standards one expects from 
the Times — includes the analysis by the 
reporter that “Mr. Comey’ testimony on 
Thursday was almost certainly the most 
damning j’accuse moment by a senior law 
enforcement official against a president in 
a generation.” 

Irem: Jn an article entitled “Comey ’s tes- 
timony changed everything — and not in 
Trump ’s favor,” the Washington Post re- 
ported on June 8 that President Trump is 
— because of Comey 8 testimony — in very 
real danger of impeachment. The article 
by Jennifer Rubin is part of the “Democ- 
racy Dies in Darkness” series the Post has 
been running. Peppered with references to 
the near inevitability of impeachment, the 
article paints a picture of two points in 
time, “Before Comey and After Comey,” 
and says, “Before Comey, impeachment 
talk was not a real concern for Republi- 
cans. While they may still insist there is 
nothing to see here, Comey’s testimony 
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As I see it today: After swearing to tell the truth, James Comey testified that he believed that 
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President Trump told him to stop investigating General Michael Flynn’s lies about contacts with 
Russians. Comey’s testimony contradicted his sworn testimony from only weeks earlier. 


turned impeachment into a serious topic 
of discussion.” Following up on that line, 
the article also asserts, “Before Comey, 
it was possible (although not likely) that 
Trump could have righted his ship, mov- 
ing beyond the Russia scandal,” adding, 
“After Comey, it is impossible to imagine 
that the ‘cloud’ Trump so badly wanted 
to dissipate will vanish before the end of 
his term — which might well end before 
January 2021.” Based on Comey’ testi- 
mony — and the commentary of “a friend 
of Comey ’s who spoke to him during the 
events at issue,” the article insists, “We 
have a legitimate question as to the presi- 
dents fitness for office.” 

ITEM: The Washington Post reported 
— also on June 8 — under the headline 
“Comey lays out the case that Trump ob- 
structed justice” that portions of Comey s 
testimony “highlighted critical encoun- 
ters that will be part of any evaluation of 
whether Trump committed a crime.” The 
article, written by Matt Zapotosky, asserts 
that the key elements of obstruction are all 
laid out in Comey testimony: 


There was evidence of possible intent: 
when the president cleared the room 


so he could ask Comey — without the 
attorney general or his son-in-law 
present — about the investigation 
into former national security adviser 
Michael Flynn’s contacts with Rus- 
sian officials after the 2016 election. 

There was the suggestion of quid 
pro quo: when Trump repeatedly 
raised the status of Comey’s job as 
he asked for loyalty. 

And there was the consequence: 
when Comey, having not steered in- 
vestigators away from Flynn, was 
fired by Trump in May, long before 
the end of his 10-year term. 


CORRECTION: While the Times and the 
Post may wish that Comey’s testimony 
shows that President Trump obstructed 
justice and left himself open to impeach- 
ment, any honest reading — or viewing 
— of that testimony shows that these lib- 
eral mainstream media peddlers of fake 
news are guilty of projecting their wishes 
onto his testimony. What he said bears 
little to no resemblance to what they say 
he said. But — in an obvious absence 
of anything approaching journalistic in- 
tegrity — neither the Times nor the Post 
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seems to have any qualms cherry-picking 
Comey’s testimony and leaving the truth 
on the cutting room floor. 

Given the disparity between Comey’s 
actual words and the reporting offered by 
both of these voices of liberalism, one is 
left to wonder whether these “journalists” 
even watched the hearing. Because any 
honest unpacking of the sworn testimony 
of the fired FBI director stands in sharp 
contrast to the claims that his testimony 
marks the beginning of the end of the 
Trump administration. 

The Zimes seems to have realized at 
least some of its overreach. The first ar- 
ticle quoted above has gone through at 
least two revisions of its headline as of 
this writing. The original headline was 
“Comey Says Trump Tried to Derail In- 
quiry.” It was changed to “Comey Says 
Trump Tried to Derail Inquiry and Ac- 
cuses the White House of ‘Lies,’” before 
being altered again to “Comey Bluntly 
Raises Possibility of Trump Obstruction 
and Condemns His ‘Lies,’” where it sits 
at present. Whether those name changes 
reflect a desire to add more punch or to 


correct course is hard to say: It is impos- 
sible to plumb the depths of the minds of 
people so wholly unacquainted with truth, 
honesty, and integrity. 

The article itself, though, is a study in 
spin and outright false reporting. Claiming 
that Comey “raised the question of wheth- 
er Mr. Trump had tried to obstruct justice,” 
the writers overlook one simple fact: That 
question was not raised by the disgruntled 
former director of the FBI, it was raised 
by Senator Richard Burr (R-N.C.) when 
Burr asked Comey about his Oval Office 
one-on-one with the president regarding 
former National Security Advisor Mi- 
chael Flynn in which Comey claimed that 
Trump told him, “I hope you can see your 
way Clear to letting this go, to letting Flynn 
go.” Burr asked, “Do you sense that the 
president was trying to obstruct justice 
or just seek for a way for Mike Flynn to 
save face, given that he had already been 
fired?” Not only did Comey not “raise the 
question,” but his answer was not in the 
affirmative. He answered, “I don’t think 
it’s for me to say whether the conversa- 
tion I had with the president was an effort 
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Ham-handed press: The so-called mainstream press have been pushing the meme that Trump 
colluded with Russia to underhandedly beat Hillary Clinton in the race for president, but as yet 
there has been no proof of such a plan. It’s the worst type of “conspiracy theory” — made up. 
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to obstruct.” He added that “that’s a con- 
clusion I’m sure the special counsel will 
work towards to try and understand what 
the intention was there, and whether that’s 
an offense.” Not exactly a smoking gun. 

Building onto that house of cards, the 
Times goes so far as to say in its other ar- 
ticle quoted above that Comey suggested 
“that investigators may now be looking into 
whether Mr. Trump obstructed justice by 
dismissing the F.B.I. director.” Of course, 
turning over memos — at least one of which 
he already leaked to the press — to the spe- 
cial counsel investigating the same subject 
matter the Senate intelligence Committee is 
already investigating (which is why Comey 
was testifying in the first place) is not the 
same thing as “suggesting that investiga- 
tors may now be looking into whether 
Mr. Trump obstructed justice.” The liberal 
mainstream media and Democrats who are 
quoting the liberal mainstream media are 
the ones suggesting that; Comey never did 
so during his testimony. 

So when Baker, writing for the Times, 
refers to Comey’s testimony as “the most 
damning / ‘accuse moment by a senior law 
enforcement official against a president in 
a generation,” it is almost laughable. This 
statement — intended to deliver punch — 
falls flat on every point: Comey did not 
accuse the president of anything with the 
exception of lying about Comey being a 
lousy FBI director, and Comey — having 
been fired — is not “a senior law enforce- 
ment official,” he is — in the words he 
used to justify leaking the memo to the 
press — “a private citizen.” If Baker had 
attempted something resembling hon- 
est reporting, that “zinger” of a sentence 
might have read more like, “Mr. Comey’s 
testimony on Thursday was almost cer- 
tainly the most he said/she said moment 
by a disgruntled former government em- 
ployee against a president in months.” 

Along those same lines, the Post is 
as guilty as the Times of projecting onto 
Comey’s testimony what is not there no 
matter how badly the writers and edito- 
rial staff of the Post wish it were. In the 
incestuous relationship between liberal 
media outlets, one quotes or paraphrases 
the other as if the portion being borrowed 
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is an established fact. A glaring example 
of that is found in Jennifer Rubin’s report- 
ing. She assumes obstruction and projects 
the lines to impeachment. Since Comey 
never testified that Trump obstructed any- 
thing, her predictive argument falls under 
its own weight. A faulty premise inevita- 
bly leads to a false conclusion. 

In fact, not only did Comey not an- 
swer in the affirmative on that question 
(as shown above), he went so far as to 
testify that the president did not direct 
him, did not tell him, did not order him 
to drop the investigation of Flynn. An- 
swering a direct question from Senator 
Jim Risch (R-Idaho), Comey gave the 
most unaccusing answer. Risch quoted 
the “28 words” Comey had in quotes in 
his memo, “I hope you can see your way 
clear to letting this go, to letting Flynn 
go. He is a good guy. I hope you can let 
this go,” and asked Comey, “Now, those 
are his exact words, is that correct?” 
Comey said, “Correct.” Risch followed 
up with, “Thank you for that. He did not 
direct you to let it go?” Comey’s answer 
should shame the “journalists” who have 
him accusing the president of obstruction 
and leaving himself open to impeach- 
ment. He said, “Not in his words, no.” 
Risch continued, “He did not order you 
to let it go?” Comey said it all, “Again, 
those words are not an order.” Not an 
order. That is unambiguous. 

Overlooking (or ignoring) that, the 
Posts Rubin carries it all the way to 
Trump’s impeachment, writing gleefully 
that his term in office “might well end be- 
fore January 2021.” But again, since there 
was no testimony that Trump obstructed 
either the Flynn investigation or justice, 
her dream of impeachment is just that: a 
dream. It has no basis in reality. 

The difference “Before Comey and 
After Comey” is not what Rubin imagines. 
The difference — the real difference — is 
that the liberal mainstream media, having 
had Comey testify that their reporting on 
everything related to this issue — from 
Russia hacking the election, to Trump 
being under investigation, to Trump in- 
terfering with the Russia investigation, to 
collusion between the Trump campaign 
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Deep-state frame job: Conversations of General Michael Flynn with Russian diplomats were 


illegally recorded and then their existence was leaked to the public. Press broadcasts portrayed that 
as proof Trump and the Russians sabotaged Hillary. But Comey said no evidence of collusion exists. 


and “the Russians” — was fake news, 
has gone even further than before by put- 
ting words in Comey’s mouth to make him 
say the exact opposite of what he actually 
said. If that is not “fake news,” there is no 
such thing. 

Rubin’s insistence that “we have a le- 
gitimate question as to the president’s fit- 
ness for office” lends itself to a realization 
that the American people have a legitimate 
question as to the liberal media’s fitness to 
report facts. 

Matt Zapotosky’s assertion in his article 
for the Post that the president’s obstruc- 
tion is a foregone conclusion is as lacking 
in credibility as that of the other claims 
asserted above. Even if President Trump 
did tell Comey he “hoped” that Comey 
could see his “way clear to letting this go, 
to letting Flynn go,” Comey’s clear testi- 
mony shows that it was not a directive, not 
an order. Even if President Trump did ask 
Comey for “loyalty,” there is no smoking 
gun in that — Comey began his testimony 
by recognizing that, as FBI director, he 
“served at the pleasure of the president” 
and “could be fired by a president for any 
reason or for no reason at all.” In such a 


relationship, loyalty is to be expected. But 
perhaps the most demonstrably false claim 
made by Zapotosky in his spin-laden ar- 
ticle is his assertion that “Comey, having 
not steered investigators away from Flynn, 
was fired by Trump in May, long before 
the end of his 10-year term.” 

In his testimony, Comey said — time 
and again — that he believed he was fired 
because he did not state publicly — as FBI 
director — what he had stated in three sep- 
arate occasions to President Trump: that 
Trump was not the subject of an investi- 
gation. It was Comey’s failure — or re- 
fusal — to “lift the cloud” of whether the 
president was being investigated that led 
the president to fire Comey. 

Interestingly, after being fired, Comey 
finally stated publicly — in his testimony 
— that Trump was not being investigated 
by the FBI during his time there. It now 
appears that the liberal mainstream media 
is continuing their “fake news” program 
in an attempt to keep that cloud from dis- 
sipating. These articles by the Times and 
Post are the epitome — but far from the 
only examples — of that program. 

— C. MITCHELL SHAW 
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THE !,\5 WORD 


BY WILLIAM F. JASPER 


“Conspiracy Theory” Unbound 


e begin “The Last 

\ \ / Word” this time 

around with a 
With Lawrence O’Donnell, 
the MSNBC nightly program 
in which, says the network’s 
promotional blurb, O’Donnell 
“brings his extraordinary 
background in politics and 
entertainment” to viewers. 

For the past year, O’ Donnell 
has been competing with his 
fellow NBC/MSNBCers (Ra- 
chel Maddow, Chris Matthews, 
Al Sharpton, Lester Holt, 
Chuck Todd, Andrea Mitchell, 
et al.) and his confreres in the 
“progressive” media fraternity 
(CNN, CBS, NPR, New York Times, Los Angeles Times, Washing- 
ton Post, etc.) in Trump-hate obsessions. These leading groupthink 
avatars of the establishment thought cartel have been especially 
obsessed with channeling Hillary Clinton’s conspiracy theory that 
Donald Trump is in bed with Vladimir Putin. 

In The Last Word segment for April 7, O’ Donnell delivered a 
tortuously speculative and convoluted conspiracy-theory argu- 
ment positing that President Trump’s decision to bomb Syria 
was really choreographed by Putin to boost Trump’s credibility 
and distract the American media and the American public from 
investigations into the Trump-Putin conspiracy. 

According to O’Donnell, who offered no proof whatsoever 
for his conspiracy theory, “it’s always worth remembering that 
if Vladimir Putin really does have ways, known or unknown to 
Donald Trump, to influence Donald Trump, then every day that 
is a good day for President Trump is a good day for President 
Putin.” Continuing with further ludicrousness, O’ Donnell de- 
clared, “You won’t hear ... proof that that scenario that I’ve just 
outlined is impossible.” 

True, but neither can we “prove” an equally unfalsifiable con- 
spiracy theory that O’Donnell was hired by President Trump 
(or colluded with Vladimir Putin) to make such nonsensical, 
partisan-driven diatribes against the president in order to win 
Trump sympathy and further discredit MSNBC and the Fake 
News leftist media choir to which it belongs. One is as believ- 
able as the other. 

We cite at length the O’Donnell piece from April because 
it encapsulates the schizophrenic conspiracy theory/anti-con- 
spiracy theory mind-set of the ruling class thought police — 
and because it is still available for viewing in all its inane 
splendor; MSNBC has not disavowed it or taken it down (even 
though some of O’Donnell’s progressive allies have noted its 
cringe-worthy idiocy). 
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For months, the so-called 
mainstream media, MSM 
(a more deserving moniker 
is Marxist Globalist Media, 
MGM, since there’s noth- 
ing “mainstream” about the 
media cabal) has tossed up 
one anti-Trump conspiracy 
theory after another, with the 
Trump-Russia conspiracy/col- 
lusion fantasy being the chief 
fact-free, evidence-free “in- 
dictment.” Around the same 
time as O’Donnell’s MSNBC 
Trump-Putin-Syria rant, Los 
Angeles Times columnist and 
Pulitzer Prize winner Michael 
Hiltzik conjectured that the 
highly publicized United Air- 
lines incident, in which a passenger was forcibly removed due to 
overbooking, was the result of a conspiracy by President Trump 
to distract attention from his conspiracy with Putin. “Just won- 
dering: did Trump ask United CEO Oscar Munoz to distract the 
world from the White House follies today?,” Hiltzik tweeted. Evi- 
dence? Hah! None needed; Trump causes global warming, earth- 
quakes, colon cancer, and male-pattern baldness, didn’t ya know? 

The New York Times on June 10 ran a desperate story en- 
titled “A Pro-Trump Conspiracy Theorist, a False Tweet and a 
Runaway Story,” which, in typical liberal-left doubleminded- 
ness, confects a silly conspiracy theory to condemn “conspiracy 
theory.” According to the sleuths at the Times, a conspiracy of 
pro-Trump Twitter users has created an “ecosystem of fake news 
and disinformation on the far right” that sends disinformation 
ricocheting from website to radio show in “efforts to sow doubt 
about the legitimacy of expanding investigations into Trump as- 
sociates’ ties to Russia.” A Tweet by Twitter activist (and “con- 
spiracy theorist”) Jack Posobiec misquoting testimony of fired 
FBI Director James Comey had, allegedly, reverberated through 
the Internet and played a huge role in creating the public misper- 
ception (from the Times’ viewpoint) that Trump is exonerated 
from obstruction of justice charges. 

Of course, during his June 8 Senate testimony, Comey, under 
questioning, stated that the February 9 New York Times story 
entitled “Trump Campaign Aides Had Repeated Contacts With 
Russian Intelligence” — which cited anonymous “American of- 
ficials” and was endlessly quoted by the media echo chamber 
— was “not true.” Nevertheless, the anti-Trump punditocracy 
cannot let go of their Trump-Russia conspiracy-theory obses- 
sion, even as they continue to lambaste as looney “conspiracy 
theorists” the conservatives, Republicans, constitutionalists (and 
just plain, average, unaffiliated Americans) who challenge the 
totally discredited MSM/MGM “news” coverage. ll 
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Ina film that exposes the incompetence and corruption at the heart of the United Nations, 
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composed of dictatorships), anti-American, and corrupt — as whitewashes of repeated rape, 
pedophilia, and murders by UN troops show. With Democrats and Republicans acknowledg- 
ing these facts, it’s time to get out. (2017, 8pp, 1-24/$0.50ea; 25-99/$.40ea; 100-999/$.35ea; 
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This analysis of the United Nations traces its sstery from its forerunner, the League of 
Nations, to the present, and compares the basic foundational documents of the UN with those 
of the United States with regard to the protection of human rights. (2013, 45pp, pb, booklet; 
1-9/$2.95ea; 10-24/$2.00ea; 25-49/$1.50ea; 50-99/$1.00ea; 100+/$0.95ea) BKLTAAUN 


At the end of WWI bali — cnn noes nd Marxists — 

used the specter of a third world war to convince the world to begin 
the United Nations. But the end goal was always world government 
— as they admitted. (2017, 8pp, 1-24/$0.50ea; 25-99/$.40ea; 100- 
999/$.35ea; $1,000+/5. ney RPUNF 


A brief, feadable introduction ¢ to the United Nations, and to the 
people who created it and support it. Inside the United Nations goes 
beyond the public-relations campaign of the UN to examine the 
hard reality of the UN system — and its dangerous objectives. This 


version is footnoted, elevating the book from “conspiracy theory” 
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